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April 27, 2021 


 


By Electronic Mail 


 


Mr. Peterson Vollmann 


Planner IV 


City of Oakland 


Planning & Building Department 


pvollmann@oaklandca.gov 


 


RE:  West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project’s Public Comment on the 


Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark 


District Project 


 


Dear Mr. Vollman: 


 


This law firm represents the interests of the West Oakland Environmental Indicators 


Project (WOEIP), a resident-led, community-based environmental justice organization dedicated 


to achieving healthy homes, healthy jobs, and healthy neighborhoods for all who live, work, 


learn, and play in West Oakland, California. As you are no doubt aware, in 2017, the State of 


California passed AB617, groundbreaking legislation that called for community-informed 


solutions to poor air quality in the state’s most impacted communities. Since its inception, 


WOEIP has overseen the multi-stakeholder steering committee responsible for developing and 


implementing AB617’s West Oakland Community Action Plan, known as Owning Our Air. 


WOEIP is working with a team of technical advisors to evaluate the Draft Environmental Impact 


Report (Draft EIR) for the Oakland Athletics Investment Group, LLC’s proposal to develop a 


new Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District (the Project). This public comment joins those other 


technical comments. This public comment, however, will focus on the California Environmental 


Impact Reports legal requirements, principally in the appropriateness of approving a project with 


unavoidable significant impacts on the environment when feasible environmentally superior 


alternatives are available.   


The Oakland A’s proposed development of Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District  


represents one of the largest investments ever in West Oakland. WOEIP remains neutral about 


the Project but sincerely hopes the City will work with citizens to mitigate or avoid impacts to 


the environment stemming from the Project as requested in WOEIP’s technical comments and 


according to the plain rules of CEQA as explained in this legal analysis.  


JESSICA L. BLOME 
2550 Ninth Street, Suite 204B 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
Phone: (510) 900-9502 


Email: jblome@greenfirelaw.com 


www.greenfirelaw.com 
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1. The proposed Project and its environmentally superior alternative. 


The proposed Project location is the Charles P. Howard Terminal and certain adjacent 


properties located within the Seaport Area of the Port of Oakland, which includes the waterfront 


area generally bounded by the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (Bay Bridge) to the northwest, 


I-880 to the east and northeast, and Howard Terminal on its easternmost extension, for a total of 


55 acres. (Draft EIR, Chap. 3, p. 3-3; see also Id. at Figure 3-2, p. 3-4.) The proposed Project 


would construct the following, among other features, in two phases: a new waterfront Major 


League Baseball park; a performance venue; a mixed-use development with up to 3,000 


residential units, up to 1.5 million square feet of office space, and up to 270,000 square feet of 


retail; and up to 280,000 square feet of hotel space, including up to 400 rooms. (Id. at Chap. 2, p. 


2-1—2-2.) Phase 1 of the development is projected to take two years of construction and 


includes the ballpark, 540 residential units, 250,000 square feet of commercial office space, 


30,000 square feet of retail space, and the hotel. Phase 2, referred to as the “Buildout,” is 


projected to take an additional six years. (Id. at p. 3-3.) 


To comply with CEQA’s requirement to evaluate the feasibility of alternatives to the 


proposed Project, the Draft EIR evaluated an “environmentally superior” “Alternative 4, The 


Reduced Project Alternative.” (See generally Draft EIR, Chap. 6.) In selecting alternatives, the 
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City of Oakland considered the Project objectives (See Id. at Chap. 3, see also Id. at Chap. 6 § 


6.1.1, p. 6-2.), significant impacts to the environmental, and the feasibility of the alternatives 


“based on factors in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1).” (Id. at p. 6-1.) Alternative 4, The 


Reduced Project Alternative, would include site preparation and phased construction of a new 


ballpark and other uses; however, commercial and residential development would be at lower 


densities than with the proposed Project. With Alternative 4, only the ballpark and hotel(s) would 


be taller than 100 feet, and both the amount of construction and the intensity of operational use 


of the site would be significantly less than with the proposed Project. (Id. at p. 6-34.) Indeed, 


according to Table 6-3, Alternative 4 eliminates two-thirds of housing and commercial 


development in order to achieve substantial reductions in significant environmental impacts. (Id. 


at Table 6-3, p. 6-35.) Table 6-3 is provided herein for ease of reference. 


2. WOEIP advocates for a structured, phased environmental review process to happen 


alongside the long-term buildout of the proposed Project. 


At the outset, WOEIP is concerned about the City’s plan to construct the proposed 


Project in two phases. The “Buildout” phase of the Project should be subject to its own 


environmental review process closer-in-time to actual construction. Structuring the 


environmental review process over a period of years would give project proponents opportunity 


to evaluate and adopt the most aggressive, technologically advanced mitigation measures 


possible. If the City insists on going forward with the programmatic approach reflected in the 


Draft EIR, the City should include a process for evaluating significant individual project impacts 


as the buildout occurs. Without such consideration, the public will be shut out of future 


environmental policy decisions, which will no doubt happen behind closed doors over the years-


long buildout of this massive project. By way of example, the City approved the Gateway 


Logistics Center at the Port and Oakland Army Base in 2002 after evaluating the massive, 


multiple-contingency project in a single EIR. Now, after twenty years of construction, the public 


has no role in review or oversight of any project considered by the 2002 EIR, including GoPort, 


a $350 million transportation project. Without 2021 mitigation technology, the GoPort project is 


obviously deficient and under-protective of air quality, land use, sea level rise, and traffic 


congestion management. The City should consider this example when evaluating the 


environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and its nearly ten-year-long construction 


timeline. 


3. The proposed Project will have several, serious significant unavoidable impacts on 


the environment as proposed. 


The Draft EIR finds that the proposed Project will result in significant and unavoidable 


impacts to the environment, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures, in the 


following areas of concern to WOEIP: 


• Air Quality: 


– Project-level and cumulative conditions could result in or contribute to construction-


related criteria pollutant emissions in excess of the City’s thresholds. (Impact AIR-1 and 


Impact AIR-1.CU) 
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– Under Project-level and cumulative conditions, operation of the Project (and combined 


overlapping construction and operation) would result in average daily emissions of 


criteria pollutants in excess of the City’s thresholds. (Impact AIR-2 and Impact AIR-


CU) 


– The Project, combined with cumulative development, would also contribute to 


cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. (Impact AIR-2.CU) 


• Noise and Vibration: 


– Project construction could result in or contribute to substantial temporary or periodic 


increases in ambient noise levels above existing levels or in excess of standards 


established in the general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other 


agencies. (Impact NOI-1 and Impact NOI-1.CU) 


– Project construction could result in or contribute to groundborne vibration exceeding the 


criteria established by the Federal Transit Administration. (Impact NOI-2) 


– The Project would result in increases in ambient noise in excess of the City’s threshold 


and in violation of the Noise Ordinance as a result of noise from concert events, 


increased roadway traffic noise at full Buildout, and noise from crowds leaving the 


proposed ballpark. (Impact NOI-3 and Impact NOI-2.CU) 


• Consistency with Transportation Plans: Project traffic would increase 


congestion on regional roadways included in the Alameda County Congestion Management Plan, 


exceeding Alameda County’s standard on two roadway segments (Impact TRANS-6) and 


contributing to exceedances at six segments (Impact TRANS-6.CU). 


(Draft EIR, Chap. 2, p. 2-5—2-6, Table 2-1, p. 2-9.)  


4. Absent a finding of infeasibility, CEQA requires that the City approve the 


environmentally superior feasible Alternative 4, the Reduced Project Alternative. 


The Draft EIR admits that the proposed Project will result in significant environmental 


impacts that cannot be avoided or substantially lessened with mitigation. As a result, the City of 


Oakland cannot approve the proposed Project unless it finds environmentally superior 


alternatives “infeasible.” (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21091(a)(3), 21081(a)(1)-(3); 14 Cal. Code Regs, § 


15091(a)(3); see also Flanders Found. v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea (2012) 202 CA4th 603, 


620.) This requirement originates in Public Resources Code, section 21002, which states: 


[I]t is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as 


proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 


available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects 


of the projects. . . . The Legislature further finds and declares that in the event 


specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible such project 


alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in 


spite of one or more significant effects thereof.  
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In other words, absent a finding of infeasibility, the City’s selection of the proposed 


Project is indefensible under CEQA.  


CEQA defines “feasible” as capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within 


a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological, 


and legal factors. (Pub. Res. Code, § 210-61.1; 14 Cal. Code Regs, § 15364.) A project is 


infeasible if it is inconsistent with agency goals or policies or fails to meet project objectives. 


(See City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 CA3d 401 (alternatives did not align with 


City’s growth management program so were infeasible); see also Los Angeles Conservancy v. 


City of W. Hollywood (2017) 18 CA5th 1031, 1042 (alternative was inconsistent with project 


objections that were based on city policies for development of site). According to the Draft EIR, 


“Because the overarching purpose of the proposed Project is to construct a new major league 


ballpark, no alternatives were selected for analysis that would not achieve this purpose, except 


for the No Project Alternative.” (Draft EIR, Chap. 6, p. 6-2 (emphasis added).  


To be sure, the Draft EIR identified Alternative 4, The Reduced Project Alternative, as 


the “second most environmentally superior alternative [after the No Project Alternative] because 


it would reduce the significant and unavoidable air quality impacts of the proposed Project and 


all other build alternatives.” (Id. at Chap. 2, § 2.3.1, p. 2-7.) Specifically, “operational-related 


criteria pollutant emissions under the Reduced Project Alternative would be less than the 


significance thresholds.” (Id. at Chap. 6, § 6.5, p. 6-60.) This statement is a stunning admission, 


given the unavoidable impacts identified in Impact Air-2, include: 


– Under Project-level and cumulative conditions, operation of the Project (and combined 


overlapping construction and operation) would result in average daily emissions of 


criteria pollutants in excess of the City’s thresholds. (Impact AIR-2 and Impact AIR-


CU) 


– The Project, combined with cumulative development, would also contribute to 


cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. (Impact AIR-2.CU) 


The City of Oakland is not the first lead agency to identify a feasible environmentally 


superior alternative. Lead agencies have attempted to approve projects over feasible 


environmentally superior alternatives in the past. In Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mt. 


Shasta, the court overturned a lead agency’s approval of a project because it failed to consider 


the feasibility of alternatives when adopting an alternative would have provided the only means 


by which to reduce or avoid a project’s significant effects on wetlands. (Citizens for Quality 


Growth v. City of Mt. Shasta (1988) CA3d 433.) Similarly, in Resource Defense Fund v. 


LAFCO, the court held that a lead agency’s approval of a project without finding an 


environmentally superior alternative infeasible constituted prejudicial error. (Resource Defense 


Fund v. LAFCO (1987) 191 CA3d 886; see also Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose 


(2006) 141 CA4th 1336; San Bernardino Valley Audobon Soc’y v. County of San Bernardino 


(1984) 155 CA3d 738; Atherton v. Board of Supervisors (1983) 146 CA3d 346.) 


From an environmental policy perspective, it is impossible to justify a project that would 


result in the long-term increase in average daily emissions of criteria pollutants in excess of the 


City’s thresholds and contribute cumulative health impacts to sensitive populations. (See Draft 
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EIR, Chap. 6, Table 6-5, p. 6-52-56.) That is why CEQA prohibits the City from adopting the 


Project as proposed when the environmentally superior Alternative 4 is feasible and would result 


in lessened or avoided significant environmental impacts to air quality. WOEIP urges the City to 


select Alternative 4. 


5. A statement of overriding considerations is inappropriate when a feasible 


environmentally superior alternative is available. 


An environmental impact report (EIR) is an informational document whose purpose is to 


inform the public and decision makers of the environmental consequences of agency decisions 


before they are made. Beyond this informational purpose, an EIR can lead to affirmative legal 


obligations for agencies: they are required to mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the 


environment identified in an EIR whenever it is feasible to do so if they approve projects that 


have significant effects. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21002.1(b).) Agencies are permitted to approve 


projects with significant environmental impacts, even if there are no feasible mitigation 


measures, if they find that overriding considerations justify the approval. Those considerations 


must be set forth in a statement of overriding considerations and supported by substantial 


evidence. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21081; Cal. Code Regs, § 15093.) A statement of overriding 


considerations is a written statement specifying that because of the project’s overriding benefits, 


the agency is approving the project despite its environmental harm. The statement must set forth 


the reasons for the approval based on the final EIR or information in the record. (14 Cal. Code 


Regs, § 15093(b); see also 14 Cal. Cod Regs, § 15043.) 


The Draft EIR does not include a statement of overriding considerations justifying the 


selection of the Project, which alone renders a City decision approving the Project vulnerable to 


appeal. (Woodward Park Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. City of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 


722 (invalidating a statement of overriding considerations for its informational defects and 


because it was not made available to the public for review and comment).)  


In addition to this informational defect, a statement of overriding considerations is 


inappropriate when the approval of the Project is indefensible due to the availability of an 


environmentally superior alternative that would avoid or lessen the significant and unavoidable 


impacts resulting from the Project as proposed. Indeed, “CEQA does not authorize an agency to 


proceed with a project that will have significant, unmitigated effects on the environment, based 


simply on a weighing of those effects against the project's benefits, unless the measures 


necessary to mitigate those effects are truly infeasible.” (City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of 


California State University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 368-369.) Such a rule, “even were it not 


wholly inconsistent with the relevant statute (Pub. Res. Code, § 21081(b)), would tend to 


displace the fundamental obligation of ‘[e]ach public agency [to] mitigate or avoid the 


significant effects on the environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is 


feasible to do so’ (id., § 21002.1(b)).” (Id.) 


6. The City should select Alternative 4 because The Reduced Project Alternative is less 


likely to result in gentrification and urban displacement in West Oakland. 


According to the Urban Displacement Project, a research and action initiative of UC 


Berkeley, gentrification is “a process of neighborhood change that includes economic change in 
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a historically disinvested neighborhood—by means of real estate investment and new higher-


income residents moving in—as well as demographic change, not only in terms of income level, 


but also in terms of changes in the education level or racial make-up of residents.” (See Urban 


Displacement Project “Gentrification,” available at https://www.urbandisplacement.org/.) While 


increased investment in an area can be positive, gentrification is often associated with 


displacement, which means that in some of these communities, long-term residents are not able 


to stay to benefit from new investments in housing, healthy food access, or transit infrastructure. 


Even for long-time residents who are able to stay in newly gentrifying areas, changes in the 


make-up and character of a neighborhood can lead to a reduced sense of belonging, or feeling 


out of place in one’s own home. The influx of affluent, often white gentrifers to formerly low-


income neighborhoods can be viewed as a form of racial exclusion from urban areas with vibrant 


economies.  


The Bay Area is particularly vulnerable to gentrification resulting urban displacement. As 


of June 2020, nearly one-third of poor neighborhoods in Oakland and San Francisco experienced 


gentrification between 2013 and 2017, the highest rate in the country according to a new national 


study by the National Community Reinvestment Coalition. (See East Bay Times article, dated 


June 2020, provided as Exhibit A.) The study spotlighted the Bay Area’s housing bubble caused 


by high-wage tech workers and expensive housing, which have continued to push out lower-


wage residents who increasingly cannot afford to live in once-affordable neighborhoods like 


West Oakland and Uptown. A copy of the study and its predecessor are provided as Exhibits B 


and C to this letter for inclusion in the administrative record for the proposed Project. 


As explained in the opening paragraphs of this public comment, WOEIP is neutral 


regarding the reasonableness or necessity of the proposed Project in general, but it feels strongly 


that Alternative 4 is the best path forward for West Oakland, a neighborhood under threat from 


gentrification and at high risk of urban displacement. With its reduction in density, Alternative 4 


not only represents the obvious choice from an environmental policy perspective but also gives 


West Oakland residents the best chance of staying in their homes where they can enjoy the 


Oakland A’s investment in West Oakland for generations.  


WOEIP encourages the City to select Alternative 4, the Reduced Project Alternative, 


because it is feasible and because it would result in a reduction in the operational and cumulative 


long-term impacts of air pollution to less than significant levels with mitigation. The diverse, 


sensitive population of West Oakland deserves the City’s utmost protection from environmental 


harm, gentrification, and urban displacement, along with the economic development and 


opportunity that will come to West Oakland because of the Oakland A’s Waterfront Ballpark 


District.  


Sincerely, 


 


           


 


 


Jessica L. Blome 


Greenfire Law, PC 


 


 


 



https://www.urbandisplacement.org/
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A home for sale is seen on Wood Street in West Oakland, Calif., on Tuesday, Aug. 7, 2018. (Jane
Tyska/Bay Area News Group)
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NCRC researchers said its too soon to gauge the impact of opportunity zones on communities.


Mitchell noted that reinvestment will likely be slowed as the economy is hampered by the


coronavirus pandemic.


Nearly one-third of poor neighborhoods in Oakland and San Francisco experienced gentrification


between 2013 and 2017, the highest rate in the country according to a new national study.


San Jose was also among the top 10 cities in the U.S. where families with low median household


incomes were replaced by high wage earners with college degrees, according to a report released


Thursday by the National Community Rein


The study spotlights the Bay Area’s rare bubble — poor communities in other cities across the


country have seen little new investment and gentrification over the last decade, NCRC research


showed. But high-wage tech workers and expensive housing have continued to push lower-wage


neighbors out of West Oakland, Uptown, East Palo Alto and other communities.


The study quantifies what Bay Area residents have seen for years: historically low-income


neighborhoods rapidly changed by new, higher-income residents. “It’s a combination of economic


activity, land use and geography,” said NCRC director of research Jason Richardson. The nonprofit


coalition advocates for private reinvestment in under served communities.


The researchers looked at census data in poor communities from 2012 to 2017 for substantial rises


in median household income, housing prices, and the share of residents with four-year degrees to


find gentrification.


Researchers identified 41 of 131 low- and moderate-income tracts in San Francisco and Oakland that


saw substantial increases in household income, education and home prices. The San Francisco and


Oakland metro are saw 31 percent of its eligible communities gentrify, outpacing Denver (27. 5


percent) and Boston (21 percent) as the most intense changes in the country, according to NCRC.


In San Jose, 13 of 72 tracts — about 18 percent — had large gains in wealth and educational status.


In West Oakland, for example, median household income rose from $80,700 to $86,300 between


2010 and 2017, while the percent of population with four-year degrees rose from one-third to nearly


one-half, according to the study.


The study also considered the possible future effects of federal opportunity zones on low and


moderate-income neighborhoods. The opportunity zones, established in the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs


Act, allow tax breaks for certain investments in distressed communities. The program is designed to


fuel investment in 8,000 urban and rural zones designated as disadvantaged by state governors.


NCRC researchers found nearly 70 percent of the opportunity zones overlap or run adjacent to


communities most likely to experience gentrification. “These are some of the most distressed


neighborhoods in the U.S.,” said report co-author Bruce Mitchell. The investments could bring


opportunities for residents — but studies have shown long-time residents are usually displaced by


the community make-overs. Renters and people of color are most vulnerable.


Critics worry that the investment program may accelerate gentrification in many neighborhoods,


even as properties are redeveloped.
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California Housing Partnership CEO Matt Schwartz said the long-running trend in the Bay Area has


been driven by booming job growth in the tech sector. Other factors, including lack of new


construction and state property tax laws, have driven up housing prices across the region.


In a 2019 report, the partnership found the mounting cost of housing hit households of color


hardest. A 30 percent increase in rents, for example, led to a nearly 30 percent decline in low income


minority residents in Bay Area communities. Existing white residents, however, were likely to stay


put as their neighborhood changed, the study found.


“The impacts were not equal,” Schwartz said.


The runaway housing prices in the Bay Area have pushed basic needs for renters well out of reach in


recent years. An exclusive analysis of Zillow housing data by this news organization last year found


moderate and low-income residents have been slowly priced out of the region since 2012.


Families with a household income of $100,000, about the median income in the Bay Area, could not


afford the typical rent in 7 in 10 zip codes in the region, including all of San Francisco, San Mateo and


Marin counties. For a family earning less than $64,000 — common for two, minimum wage workers


— no Bay Area neighborhoods had an affordable median apartment rent.
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ABOUT NCRC
NCRC and its grassroots member organizations create opportunities for people 


to build wealth. We work with community leaders, policymakers and financial 


institutions to champion fairness in banking, housing and business.


Our members include community reinvestment organizations, community 


development corporations, local and state government agencies, faith-based 


institutions, community organizing and civil rights groups, minority and women-


owned business associations, and social service providers from across the nation.


For more information about NCRC’s work, please contact:


John Taylor


Founder and President


johntaylor@ncrc.org


(202) 688-8866


Jesse Van Tol


Chief Executive Officer


jvantol@ncrc.org


(202) 464-2709


Jason Richardson


Director, Research & Evaluation


jrichardson@ncrc.org  


202-464-2722


Andrew Nachison


Chief Communiations & Marketing Officer


anachison@ncrc.org 


202-524-4880
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Gentrification is a powerful force for economic change in our cities, but it is often accompanied 


by extreme and unnecessary cultural displacement.1 While gentrification increases the value 


of properties in areas that suffered from prolonged disinvestment, it also results in rising rents, 


home and property values. As these rising costs reduce the supply of affordable housing, 


existing residents, who are often black or Hispanic, are displaced. This prevents them from 


benefiting from the economic growth and greater availability of services that come with increased 


investment. Gentrification presents a challenge to communities2 that are trying to achieve 


economic revitalization without the disruption that comes with displacement.  


This study found that from 2000 through 2013 the following occurred:


• Gentrification and displacement of long-time residents was most intense in the nation’s 


biggest cities, and rare in most other places.


• Gentrification was concentrated in larger cities with vibrant economies, but also appeared 


in smaller cities where it often impacted areas with the most amenities near central 


business districts.


• Displacement of black and Hispanic residents accompanied gentrification in many 


places and impacted at least 135,000 people in our study period. In Washington, D.C., 


20,000 black residents were displaced, and in Portland, Oregon, 13 percent of the black 


community was displaced over the decade.


• Seven cities accounted for nearly half of the gentrification nationally: New York City, Los 


Angeles, Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Baltimore, San Diego and Chicago.


• Washington, D.C., was the most gentrified city by percentage of eligible neighborhoods 


that experienced gentrification; New York City was the most gentrified by sheer volume. 


Neighborhoods were considered to be eligible to gentrify if in 2000 they were in the lower 


40% of home values and family incomes in that metropolitan area.


• The study lends weight to what critics say is a concentration not only of wealth, but of 


wealth-building investment, in just a handful of the nation’s biggest metropolises, while 


other regions of the country languish.


• The strict tests for gentrification and displacement  in this study and the limitations of the 


data available likely undercounted instances of gentrification and displacement.


• Most low- to moderate-income neighborhoods did not gentrify or revitalize during 


the period of our study. They remained impoverished, untouched by investments and 


building booms that occured in major cities, and vulnerable to future gentrification and 


displacement.


1  Cultural displacement results when the tastes, norms, and desires of newcomers supplant and replace those of the incumbent residents, 


and can also entail the loss of historically and culturally significant institutions for a community.


2  In this report we have used the words community, city, and metro area interchangeably.  We have also used the census tract as a proxy for 


neighborhood in many cases and these words should be considered synonymous for our purposes.  
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A major transformation is occurring in the most prosperous American cities. Many of the 


600+ member organizations of the National Community Reinvestment Coalition (NCRC) have 


raised concerns about gentrification, displacement and transformations in their communities. 


We wanted to better understand where gentrification and displacement was occuring, and how 


to measure and monitor it. Does gentrification also mean displacement? Using U.S. census and 


economic data, NCRC found that many major American cities showed signs of gentrification 


and some racialized displacement between 2000 and 2013. Gentrification was centered on 


vibrant downtown business districts, and in about a quarter of the cases it was accompanied 


by racialized displacement. Displacement disproportionately impacted black and Hispanic 


residents who were pushed away before they could benefit from increased property values and 


opportunities in revitalized neighborhoods. This intensified the affordability crisis in the core of 


our largest cities.


Gentrification was most intense in the nation’s biggest coastal cities, yet in medium 


to small cities of the nation’s interior it was rare: Most of the nation’s cities and towns did not 


experience gentrification as measured in this study.


Neighborhoods experience gentrification when an influx of investment and changes 


to the built environment leads to rising home values, family incomes and educational levels 


of residents. Cultural displacement occurs when minority areas see a rapid decline in their 


numbers as affluent, white gentrifiers replace the incumbent residents.


In this study, neighborhoods were considered to be eligible to gentrify if in 2000 they 


were in the lower 40% of home values and family incomes in that metropolitan area. 


Measuring gentrification and displacement is fraught with controversy, since people who 


are impacted by the economic and social transition of their neighborhoods feel the disruption 


of community ties directly. This study measured gentrification and displacement using empirical 


methods and data, which has its own flaws and limitations. First, while the use of U.S. census 


data improves the validity of the study’s findings, it also restricts the population analysis to a time 


period extending from 2000 to 2010, while the social and economic data were gathered under 


the U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) program, covering the period starting in 


2000 and until 2009-2013, a five-year consolidation of the social and economic data. This limits 


our findings to the not-too-distant past. However, neighborhoods with a more recent dynamic of 


gentrification and displacement could not be covered. Second, the use of census tracts, which 


average about 4,000 residents, as a proxy for neighborhoods could disguise neighborhood 


changes taking place at smaller community sizes. As a consequence of these restrictions on 


the time frame and scale of the study, it should not be implied that other neighborhoods have 


not experienced the same effects before, during or since the study period. Instead, the study 


is designed to identify instances of gentrification and displacement that can be measured with 


a high level of confidence, and avoid falsely noting gentrification where none occurred, but it 


cannot capture the full-lived reality of residents in gentrifying neighborhoods. 
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Disinvestment in low- and moderate-income communities results from a long history of 


discrimination in lending, housing and the exclusionary, racialized practice known as redlining3. 


A recent study by the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago directly linked community disinvestment 


with historical redlining practices evident in the Home Owners Loan Corporation (HOLC) 


residential security (“redlining”) maps, completed for all major cities of the U.S. 80 years ago4. 


A 2018 study by NCRC found that three out of four neighborhoods marked “hazardous” by 


HOLC surveyors in the 1930s are still struggling economically, with lower incomes and higher 


proportions of minority residents. The economic outcomes for black and Hispanic families 


residing in disinvested areas are often stunted by lower incomes, fewer businesses and fewer 


opportunities to build wealth. This history set the stage for gentrification and displacement.


 Local advocates and officials should pursue policies that encourage investment 


while promoting the ability of existing residents to stay and benefit from revitalization. In our 


2016 paper, The Community Reinvestment Act: How CRA can promote integration and 


prevent displacement in gentrifying neighborhoods, we identified several ways in which local 


stakeholders can promote revitalization to benefit the broader community, such as partnerships 


between banks and community-based organizations to encourage equitable development; 


limited-equity co-ops and community land trusts; providing existing tenants with the right of 


first refusal in apartment conversions coupled with low-income and first-time buyer financing 


programs; inclusionary zoning regulations; and split tax rates for the incumbent residents of 


gentrifying neighborhoods. Additionally, HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) 


process provides an opportunity for community groups to engage with municipal leadership in 


the planning process. AFFH provides a mechanism for identifying areas that are vulnerable to, 


or may be in the early stages of, gentrification. Community groups can then work to develop 


strategies to avoid displacement of incumbent residents by attracting investment and providing 


affordable housing.


Large and small local banks can also play a role by supporting the development of 


housing and finance options that accommodate the retention of low- and moderate-income 


families in the community, rather than excluding them. Bank regulators should recognize pro-


integrative bank finance as responsive to the needs of the community, crediting banks for these 


efforts in their CRA exams. Strategies like those advanced through HUD’s AFFH rule, promoting 


investment in inclusive and diverse neighborhoods, should be eligible for CRA consideration. It is 


essential that programs promoting the economic prosperity of incumbent residents of gentrifying 


neighborhoods be discussed on the public evaluations released subsequent to a CRA exam 


to document their effectiveness and encourage other banks to apply comparable investment 


strategies in their markets.


3   See NCRC report on HOLC and redlining https://ncrc.org/holc/  


4  https://www.chicagofed.org/publications/working-papers/2017/wp2017-12
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INTRODUCTION
Any discussion of gentrification is likely to elicit a range of responses. A conversation with an 


NCRC member living in an impoverished and high-crime neighborhood in Baltimore, Maryland, 


culminates with a plea: “When can we get some of that (gentrification) in my community?” 


Another NCRC member from Portland, Oregon, experiences gentrification as an erosion of 


community ties, as rents escalate and families are displaced. In Arlington, Virginia, a large 


rental community of 3,000 mostly Hispanic immigrants drawn by a robust Washington, D.C., 


economy is uprooted when the property is sold, bulldozed and replaced by a mix of luxury and 


affordable apartments, which are neither truly affordable nor plentiful for the former tenants5. 


In the rapidly gentrifying Shaw neighborhood of Washington, D.C., the Lincoln Temple United 


Church of Christ, a congregation that had existed since the 1860s and was a landmark of 


the Civil Rights struggle, is forced to dissolve in 2018 as its membership drops to just 20 


congregants6. Gentrification is controversial because it affects people at the neighborhood 


level, it can disrupt the familiar and established ties of a place, creating a disorienting new 


locale. For people displaced as the neighborhood becomes unaffordable, this is more than 


just nostalgia or discomfort with the unfamiliar. Often, they must accept longer commutes 


and a disruption of the support structures provided by their old neighbors and family. In these 


cases, gentrification is understood as the terminal stage of exclusion of minority (usually 


black) residents from affordable housing inside the city. Public policy measures starting with 


“slum clearance” in the 1930s and 1940s then became “urban renewal” (Collins & Shester 


2012; Hyra 2012) and construction of the highway system, which split communities in the 


1950s, 1960s and 1970s (Mohl 2004: Karas 2015), which then became “redevelopment” in 


the 1980s and 1990s. Now, the remnant of these communities face an affordability crisis as 


affluent, usually white gentrifiers with access to credit move in and transform the economic 


and social dynamics of a community.


While community perceptions of gentrification range from hope for better living 


conditions to anxiety and even hostility, research on gentrification is divided on whether 


displacement is an inevitable outcome. Some researchers assert that gentrification attendant 


with displacement is a complex issue and while mobility rates of low-income residents are 


equivalent in gentrifying and non-gentrifying areas, low-income families are unable to afford 


to move in and replace exited families as housing costs escalate (Ding, Hwang, and Divringi, 


2015). Other researchers found that displacement was rare (Ellen and O’Regan, 2011; 


Freeman 2005), while others comment on its prevalence (Newman and Wyly, 2006). This 


divergence of opinion could be because both the scale and type of gentrification vary from 


place to place. The urban form, or patterns of land-use in U.S. cities, differ considerably in 


5  Arna Valley Apartments https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2014/11/10/northern-virginia-diversity-race/18079525/


6  https://www.washingtoncitypaper.com/news/city-desk/article/21023685/after-150-years-lincoln-temple-united-church-of-christ-has-


held-its-last-service
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size and structure, and the process of gentrification can involve neighborhoods in a rapid 


process of change or unfold over decades in larger districts. Additionally, while the residential 


and commercial aspects of a community are interwoven, gentrification of residential and 


commercial areas involve slightly different dynamics (Meltzer 2016). Displacement also may 


take different forms: either racial/ethnic or by class and culture. Finally, Marcuse (1986) argues 


that in many cases displacement due to systematic urban disinvestment, which resulted in the 


abandonment of many downtown neighborhoods, often precedes gentrification. For all of these 


reasons, it is helpful to be clear about the type of gentrification considered, how it is being 


studied and over what period. 


The focus of this report is residential gentrification and racial and ethnic displacement 


throughout urban areas of the U.S. It is a comprehensive national level analysis of gentrification 


and displacement in 935 metropolitan areas. The goal was to determine how widespread 


gentrification was in U.S. urban areas, and then identify neighborhoods where gentrification and 


displacement occurred simultaneously. The first step of this analysis is to find neighborhoods 


with indications of gentrification. Utilizing a methodology developed by Columbia University 


Professor Lance Freeman, the study examines increases in education levels, home values 


and income as the defining criteria of whether gentrification has occurred in a neighborhood 


(2005). We determine which neighborhoods (census tracts) show indications of gentrification 


over the period from 2000-2013. In tracts with indications of gentrification, a second analysis 


is conducted to examine whether racial/ethnic displacement occurred during the same time 


period. The research questions addressed by this study are: 1) How prevalent is gentrification 


and subsequent displacement? 2) Are there regional differences in gentrification and 


displacement? 3) What census variables are associated with gentrification across the nation?


LITERATURE REVIEW
The term “gentrification” was first coined in the 1960s by British sociologist Ruth Glass (1964) 


to describe the displacement of the working-class residents of London neighborhoods by 


middle-class newcomers. From its inception, gentrification has been understood as a form 


of neighborhood change, resulting in the displacement of incumbent residents of one social 


class and culture by another more affluent class, linked with an increase in property values. 


In the case of the United States, the segregated residential structure of American cities 


creates circumstances in which gentrification often occurs along racial lines. In these cases of 


gentrification and racial displacement, affluent white incomers often displace the incumbent 


minority residents. 


Gentrification is a complex form of neighborhood change. At the street level, it is 


visible in the upgrading of the built structure of neighborhoods, as houses are refurbished 


and businesses established (Krase, 2012; Kreager, Lyons and Hays 2011; Papachristos et 


al. 2011). While the most basic understanding of gentrification involves the movement of 
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people and investment to affect neighborhood change, it also involves broader political 


and economic forces. Policy decisions by governments impact both transportation and the 


availability of services and amenities in a community. The interplay between government and 


the public in decisions regarding zoning and the allocation of public resources, coupled with 


decisions by private developers on the investment of capital, deeply influence neighborhood 


desirability (Zuk et al. 2015). The forces driving neighborhood changes, like gentrification, 


also involve an interplay between the movement of people, public policy decisions and the 


availability of capital. Consequently, gentrification is a subject that requires analysis of social, 


political and economic circumstances. 


The economic drivers of neighborhood change involve supply-side dynamics of 


public investments and land value within the context of the wider metropolitan economy. 


While working on his PhD at Johns Hopkins University, the late Neil Smith observed the 


gentrification of Baltimore’s Inner Harbor (1979). This stirred him to establish the drivers that 


lead to gentrification in terms of land rents – the depreciation and physical deterioration of 


older built structures, and the increase in the potential income returns from the land on which 


they were built. When the potential income return from land rents exceeds the perception 


of risk by investors, neighborhoods become likely candidates for redevelopment. While 


economics explain the flows of capital to gentrifying commercial and residential areas, there 


are broader cultural factors that have shifted perspectives on the desirability of an urban 


lifestyle and increased the demand for downtown locations. 


Neighborhood lifestyle preferences have always had a powerful role in establishing 


the desirability of different urban locations. The post-war era saw a shift in both federal policy 


and consumer culture that had enormous impact on urban residential patterns (Cohen 2004). 


Economic conditions of the Depression era and production priorities during World War II 


hindered construction of new housing for over a decade. This contributed to an antiquated 


stock of urban housing, the supply of which was too small to meet demands of a growing 


and increasingly affluent population in the post-war era. The availability of mortgage financing 


through the Housing Act of 1949 sparked a construction boom. Much of the housing was 


built in suburbs, where developers utilizing economies of scale could find large undeveloped 


tracts for massive new developments. This accelerated a reconfiguration of the American 


urban system, as white middle-class residents suburbanized, shifting population and capital 


away from downtown areas (Jackson 1987). Often, this left the downtown areas of cities with 


high proportions of minority and low-income residents, resulting in a reduced revenue base 


and greater demands for city services. This shift in economic prosperity and population away 


from the downtown areas of cities has become widely accepted as a theory of post-war 


urban decline; however, urban development varied greatly across the country and should not 


be taken as the sole explanation of post-war urban development (Beauregard 1993). In the 


present era, the aging housing stock of inner-ring suburbs has become less desirable as the 


demands of commuting and allure of downtown amenities have shifted demand for housing 


closer to the central business district (CBD) of urban areas. 
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The question “who gentrifies?” is contingent on demographics and class. Many 


authors cite the role of young millennials in gentrification (Hwang & Lin 2016; Baum-Snow 


& Hartley 2016; Couture & Handbury 2016; Ding, Hwang & Divringi 2015). Millennials are 


less likely to harbor racial and ethnic animosity than previous generations (Freeman & Cai, 


2015; Owens, 2012; Glaeser & Vigdor, 2012). Many downtown areas of cities have also 


experienced reductions in violent crime over the last two decades, which could make certain 


low-income neighborhoods enticing to newcomers (Ellen, Horn & Reed 2016). Increasing 


work hours and reduction in leisure time has also created a demand to reduce commute 


time and work closer to home (Edlund, Machade, & Sviatchi 2016). Public policy decisions 


also have impact. Several researchers cite the role of the HOPE VI program in the demolition 


of distressed public housing (Goetz 2013; Vale & Gray 2013). Shifts in city level spending 


on mixed-income developments, parks and bike share enhance downtown desirability 


(Buehler and Stowe, 2016; Hyra 2012; Tissot, 2011). Finally, many city leaders have acted 


on the advice of influential urban planners, like Edward Glaeser and Richard Florida, who 


popularized the idea that the amenities of the downtown areas of cities draw Gen-Xer’s and 


Millennials who are part of an affluent “creative class” that revitalizes neighborhoods (Clark, 


2011; Florida, 2014; Glaeser & Shapiro, 2003). A combination of undervalued property and 


changing cultural perceptions about the desirability of urban living increases the demand for 


residences in downtown areas of many U.S. cities.


While gentrification implicitly involves economic transition as a more affluent class 


replaces the incumbent residents, many researchers also note that there are cultural and 


racial dimensions to this form of neighborhood change. Millennial perceptions about race 


have shifted from those of prior generations, so that minority neighborhoods are now seen 


as “cool and edgy” (Hyra 2016), but that does not necessarily mean they remain inviting 


or affordable for the incumbent residents. Several researchers found that neighborhoods 


transitioning to affluence create new social tensions that influence interactions, which can 


often result in micro-level segregation (Chaskin & Joseph, 2015; Tach, 2014; Hyra 2015). 


The new residents might shift the community’s focus of concern and the dynamics of 


political power, including black and white middle-class gentrifiers wielding political influence 


in local initiatives that sometimes oppose the expansion of affordable housing in their new 


neighborhoods (Boyd 2005; Hyra 2008; Pattillo 2007). 


 Despite many studies on the issue a crucial question remains, does gentrification 


also mean displacement? The economics of gentrification explicitly state that neighborhood 


property values increase, decreasing the supply of affordable housing available to lower-


income residents who are then displaced, as the cost of living in the neighborhood increases. 


However, several studies indicate that the mobility rates of low-income people are equivalent 


in gentrifying and more stable low-income neighborhoods (Ding, Hwang & Divringi, 2015; 


Ellen & O’Regan, 2011; Freeman, 2005; Freeman & Braconi, 2004; McKinnish, Walsh & 


White, 2010). Some cite this as evidence that widespread displacement is not occurring. 


However, Hyra (2016) argues that this is an incorrect interpretation that merely shows that 
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low-income rates of mobility are uniformly high across all types of neighborhoods. It’s not that 


displacement is not occurring in gentrifying neighborhoods, but that in general low-income 


people move more often. Additionally, the movement of other low-income residents back 


into gentrifying neighborhoods is constrained by a lack of affordable housing (Ding, Hwang & 


Divringi, 2015). Over time, the neighborhood experiences a net loss of low-income residents 


as housing costs rise, and the neighborhood becomes less and less affordable. This transition 


in the economic status of neighborhoods often occurs along racial lines, as incumbent low-


income black and Hispanic residents move and are replaced by higher-income white gentrifiers. 


Freeman (2005) found a surge in white movement into black neighborhoods since 2000. 


The influx of affluent white gentrifiers to formerly low-income minority neighborhoods 


can be viewed as a form of racial exclusion from urban areas with vibrant economies. There 


has been increased exclusion of incumbent black homeowners from gentrifying neighborhoods, 


driven by racial disparities in access to home lending. Black and Hispanic applicants for 


mortgages in gentrified neighborhoods were 2.32 times and 1.96 times more likely to be denied 


credit than non-Hispanic white applicants between 1993 and 2000 (Wyly & Hammel 2004). 


Neighborhood level disparities in access to mortgage credit access have a long history and 


have been documented in several cities by NCRC (Richardson et al. 2015 & 2016). Rothstein 


(2017) documents the history of redlining going back to the early part of the 20th century. A 


combination of local policies related to zoning, restrictive covenants, prohibition of lending in 


“hazardous” neighborhoods and informal segregationist practices like residential steering and 


social pressure prevented residents of low-income and minority neighborhoods from gaining 


access to credit. This pattern of disinvestment prepared the ground for gentrification and 


displacement in many neighborhoods (Marcuse 1986). Gentrification, which decreases the 


supply of affordable housing, coupled with policies of public housing demolition (Goetz 2013), 


have resulted in the displacement of racial minorities and low-income residents in some cities. 


METHODS
This study sought to quantify variations in displacement in U.S. urban areas by assessing 


changes at the census tract (neighborhood) level using nationwide U.S. census data normalized 


by the longitudinal tract database (LTDB)7. Normalization of the census data is necessary 


because tract boundaries can change over time, leading to inaccuracies. We analyzed LTDB 


data for socioeconomic changes during the period 2000 to 2013 for all 50 U.S. states. 


Population changes were assessed using decennial census data for 2000 and 2010, which was 


normalized by the LTDB. 


Researchers have used several different methods to identify neighborhoods that seem 


to be experiencing gentrification and to then assess rates of residential change. The study 


7  https://s4.ad.brown.edu/projects/diversity/Researcher/Bridging.htm
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adopted a methodology developed by Freeman (2005) and utilized by the Philadelphia Federal 


Reserve (Ding, Hwang & Divringi, 2015) and Governing.com (2015) to locate gentrified areas. 


The method involves assessing the educational level and economic status of residents, and the 


value of properties in the neighborhood at the beginning of the census period, then assessing 


changes in the next U.S. census. This includes several checks: 


• Eligibility determined by tracts in the Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA), which are 


below the 40th percentile in both median household income and median house value. 


In addition, the population must be 500 residents or greater at the beginning of the 


period.


• Possible gentrification is determined by including all eligible tracts and then identifying 


tracts that were in the top 60th percentile for increases in both median home value and 


the percentage of college graduates.


• Determining tract level median household income increases from 2000-2013 when 


adjusted for inflation is the final check.


• Census tracts meeting all of the above listed criteria were then identified as undergoing, 


or having undergone, gentrification. 


 The criteria for gentrification are all indications that the socioeconomic status of the 


residents of the tract shifted. We then reviewed each tract for changes in the population of the 


racial subgroups8. These changes were assessed using two criteria;


1. Did the racial group’s percentage of the population decline by more than two standard 


deviations from the mean of all census tracts?9


2. Did the absolute number of residents from that racial group decline by at least five 


percent?


If the census tract gentrified and met both of these criteria, we identified it as having 


experienced cultural displacement10 (Figure 1). Cultural displacement results when the tastes, 


norms and desires of newcomers supplant and replace those of the incumbent residents (Zukin 


2010). Since this kind of cultural transformation of neighborhoods is difficult to measure directly, 


the decline in minority subpopulation was used as a proxy. Population shifts were examined 


utilizing decennial census 2000 and 2010 population data.


8  Data on the following racial and ethnic subgroups was used; non-Hispanic White, Black, Hispanic and Asian.  Only the decennial Census 


offers a low enough sampling error to be of use, limiting our study to data from the 2000 and 2010 Censuses. 


9  The change in population at the census tract level is normally distributed.


10  Hyra, D., 2015. The back-to-the-city movement: Neighbourhood redevelopment and processes of political and cultural displacement. Ur-


ban Studies, 52(10), pp.1753-1773.
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RESULTS


NATIONAL CHANGES – GENTRIFICATION


Nationally, 90.7 percent, or 67,153 census tracts have a micropolitan or metropolitan 


designation, and are assigned to an urban area. Of these urban tracts, 16.7 percent or 


11,196 tracts met the criteria for being eligible for gentrification in 2000, the beginning of 


the examination period (Figure 2). A total of 1,049 census tracts met all three of the checks 


for gentrification: increases in median home value, educational attainment and increases 


in income between by 2013. This amounts to nine percent of the eligible urban census 


tracts across the U.S. While this seems to indicate that gentrification is rare, the selection 


criteria was stringent and limited to a relatively short period of time.  Gentrification appears 


to be clustered in sections of larger and economically vibrant cities that are close to central 


business districts. Residents are drawn to the neighborhoods by proximity to employers, 


and the clustering of amenities and services associated with an urban lifestyle. Finally, 


displacement was indicated in 232, or 22 percent, of the gentrified tracts.


Figure 1:   Criteria for gentrification and displacement at census tract level using 2000 and 2010 decennial census and 2009-2013 


5-year ACS.
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Figure 2:   Number of urban census tracts meeting eligibility, gentrification and displacement criteria nationally. About 9 percent of the 


eligible tracts gentrified, and 17 percent of those also had indications of racial/ethnic displacement.
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While gentrification impacted a minority of census tracts in U.S. cities, it was quite 


concentrated in the largest urban areas. At the national level, almost a quarter (24 percent) of 


all urban areas, or CBSAs, saw at least one tract gentrify between 2000 and 2013 (Table 1). 


CBSAs are urban areas with a population of at least 10,000 and include small micropolitan 


areas, analogous to towns, and larger metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), or cities. In 13 


percent of towns and cities, only one tract gentrified. More moderate levels of gentrification, 


between two and 10 tracts, occurred in eight percent of towns and cities. Intensive 


gentrification, cases in which more than 10 tracts underwent gentrification between 2000 and 


2013, occurred in three percent of towns and cities nationally.  


Number of Cities with the Number of 


Neighborhoods Gentrifi ed 2000-2013


Number of Tracts Gentrifi ed 
Across All 935 CBSAs


CBSAs  (Cities) 
Percent of all 


CBSAs


No Gentrifi cation 711 76%


Only 1 Tract Gentrifi ed 120 13%


2 to 5 Tracts Gentrifi ed 62 7%


6 to 10 Tracts Gentrifi ed 14 1%


More Than 10 Tracts Gentrifi ed 28 3%


Table 1:   U.S. cities (CBSA) with the number of census tracts gentrified during the period 2000-2013.


We assessed the population sizes of cities in which gentrification was occurring.  


Gentrification was concentrated in the largest urban areas. CBSAs with a population of one 


million or greater contained 79 percent of gentrifying tracts. Cities with populations between 


500,000 and 1 million comprised another seven percent. Cities with populations between 


100,000 and 500,000 contained 10 percent of gentrifying tracts. The smallest cities and 


towns, under a population of 50,000, contained only four percent of the tracts that gentrified 


nationally (Figure 3). The map shows that while coastal cities had the largest amount of tracts 


undergoing gentrification, large cities in the interior like Atlanta, Dallas, Denver, Minneapolis 


and Pittsburgh also underwent extensive gentrification.
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Figure 3:   National distribution of cities with the number of tracts (neighborhoods) undergoing gentrification 2000-2013. 


Cities with the highest rates of gentrification included New York City, Los Angeles, 


Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Baltimore, San Diego and Chicago (Figure 4). These seven 


cities accounted for nearly half of the total gentrification nationally, or 501 tracts out of 


1,049. It is surprising that Baltimore and Philadelphia metro areas are in the top 10 list, with 


the fourth and fifth largest number of gentrified tracts in the study, since these cities are 


not considered among the nation’s most economically dynamic cities. Different patterns of 


gentrification seem to be evident for the three largest cities (New York City, Los Angeles, 


Chicago), compared with the next three largest (Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Baltimore). 
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Table 2:   Cities with high percentages of eligible gentrifying neighborhoods 2000-2013


City
Total


Tracts
Eligible 
Tracts


Gentrifi ed 
Tracts


Gentrifi ed %


Washington D.C.. 1346 154 62 40%


San Diego 627 100 29 29%


New York City 4515 590 144 24%


Albuquerque 202 31 7 23%


Atlanta 946 76 17 22%


Baltimore 679 171 38 22%


Portland 491 93 19 20%


Pittsburgh 711 69 14 20%


Seattle 718 90 18 20%


Philadelphia 1473 332 57 17%


Virginia Beach 414 105 18 17%


San Francisco 975 159 27 17%


Richmond 305 37 6 16%


Honolulu 243 38 6 16%


Minneapolis 771 141 22 16%


Austin 350 72 11 15%


Sacramento 484 80 12 15%


Denver 619 94 14 15%


Jacksonville 258 68 10 15%


Boston 1003 75 11 15%


Los Angeles  2922 512 73 14%


New Orleans 392 85 12 14%


Bridgeport 210 70 8 11%


Tampa Bay Area 740 79 9 11%


St. Louis 620 79 9 11%


Miami 1215 106 12 11%


Oklahoma City 363 65 7 11%


Providence 366 56 6 11%


Cities Listed by the Intensity of 


Gentrifi cation 2000-2013
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NATIONAL CHANGES – DISPLACEMENT


Cultural displacement was examined by calculating the reduction of black and Hispanic 


residents in census tracts. Nationally, 187 of the gentrified tracts showed some level of 


black displacement, and 45 tracts showed Hispanic displacement (Table 3). This impacted 


over 135,000 people nationally. While white residents increased in most tracts, there 


were instances in which the Asian and Hispanic residential population increased in tracts 


experiencing gentrification and black residential population declined. 


Type of Transition Tracts Residents


Reduction in Black Residents 187 -110,935


Reduction in Hispanic Residents 45 -24,374


Numbers of Black and Hispanic Residents 


Displaced Nationally 2000-2013


Table 3:   Demographic transition of tracts with large black and Hispanic residential loss  2000-2010.  


Next, we calculated the average losses in metro areas that experienced gentrification and 


black or Hispanic residential population loss. In the case of black residential displacement, 


the average loss per tract was 593 black residents (Table 4). New Orleans experienced the 


most average loss, 1,075 black residents per tract, largely attributable to massive dislocation 


of neighborhoods caused by the Hurricane Katrina disaster in 2005. Black residential losses 


in Washington, D.C., New York City and Philadelphia were especially acute due to the high 


number of tracts involved and their large displacement numbers. More than 20,000 black 


residents of Washington, D.C., nearly 15,000 in New York City and 12,000 in Philadelphia 


moved out of gentrifying neighborhoods.    
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Metro Tracts
White 
Avg


Black 
Avg


Asian 
Avg


Hispanic 
Avg


Washington D.C. 33 525 -617 71 120


New York City 26 382 -574 96 179


Philadelphia 16 770 -737 102 18


San Francisco-


Oakland
13 279 -517 110 150


Houston 8 -127 -648 14 137


Portland, OR 7 747 -622 -6 -27


Atlanta 7 704 -702 68 5


New Orleans 7 120 -1075 5 56


Baltimore 5 110 -673 22 235


Los Angeles 5 234 -280 260 255


Charlotte 4 411 -621 8 2


Richmond 4 408 -413 36 23


Dallas 4 -52 -701 13 54


Austin 4 500 -523 19 -175


Pittsburgh 3 -140 -935 26 20


Jacksonville 3 185 -704 -10 27


NATIONAL 187 404 -593 62 97


Cities with High Levels 


of Black Displacement


Table 4:    Metro areas in which more than two tracts experienced gentrification and Black population loss during 2000-2010.  


The total number of tracts and average number of residents lost in tracts with displacement is given.


Tracts with indications of Hispanic displacement were much fewer than those with indications 


of black displacement, though the average number of displaced residents per tract was 


similar. In the 45 tracts with indications of Hispanic displacement, the average residential 


decrease was 542. Denver and Austin had the highest average decreases of Hispanic 


residents in gentrifying tracts with 1,054 and 1,039 respectively (Table 5). 
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Metro Tracts
White 
Avg


Black 
Avg


Asian Avg
Hispanic 


Avg


New York City 9 524 60 -4 -500


Los Angeles 8 409 358 -8 -477


Houston 5 893 129 325 -422


Dallas 4 150 -16 -19 -437


Denver 4 672 38 -100 -1054


Austin 3 474 41 1 -1039


San Jose 2 306 2327 61 -181


San Diego 2 201 23 -48 -854


Phoenix 2 204 7 160 -466


Chicago 2 144 14 54 -463


NATIONAL 45 499 206 35 -542


Cities with High Levels of 


Hispanic Displacement


Table 5:    Metro areas in which more than one tract experienced gentrification and Hispanic population loss during 2000-2010.  


The total number of tracts and average number of residents per tract are given.


In order to examine regional differences in black and Hispanic displacement 


from gentrifying tracts, we calculated the percentage of gentrifying tracts and tracts with 


indications of displacement. Cities with the highest levels of black displacement between 


2000 and 2010 were concentrated in the South, with 9 out of 16 cities with high levels of 


black displacement located there (Figure 6). Richmond, Charlottesville, Washington, D.C., 


and New Orleans had the highest percentages of black displacement at the tract level (Figure 


6). While Richmond and Charlottesville had moderate levels of gentrification, at least half of 


the gentrifying tracts in those cities also experienced displacement. 
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Figure 6:   Metro areas with high rates of tract-level black displacement with the number of tracts qualifying as gentrified.


Hispanic displacement occurred in fewer cities than black displacement, and affected 


45 census tracts nationally. The city with the largest number of tracts impacted was New 


York City, where nine tracts had losses indicative of Hispanic displacement. Aside from New 


York City, Hispanic displacement was most intense in the West, with Denver, Austin, Houston 


and Dallas having the highest percentages followed by Los Angeles (Figure 7). However, 


the number of affected tracts were small: five in Denver; four in Austin, Dallas and Houston; 


and eight in Los Angeles. This difference in the rate of Hispanic and black displacement 


might be attributed to the high rate of suburbanization for the Hispanic population of those 


cities, since nationally, 45 percent of Hispanic residents live in areas outside the downtown 


core. Suburbanization rates of black residents are lower at 39 percent (Massey & Tannen, 


2018). The levels of segregation from non-Hispanic whites also diverge widely for the two 


demographic groups. The most common indicator of segregation is the dissimilarity index, 
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which measures the evenness of the distribution of residents between two groups. At the 


national level, this index is much higher for white non-Hispanic and black residential areas 


at .60, than it is for white non-Hispanic and Hispanic residential areas at .40. The Hispanic 


population also increased quite rapidly over the study period, increasing from 12.5 percent 


of the population in 2000 to 16.3 percent in 2010. The black percentage of the population 


increased less, from 12.9 percent in 2000 to 13.6 percent in 2010. The lower levels of 


demographic displacement of Hispanic residents could be attributable to a combination 


of population growth, lower segregation relative to non-Hispanic whites and/or decreased 


frequency of gentrification in Hispanic-majority neighborhoods, which are more likely to be 


located in suburbs than black-majority tracts.


Figure 7:   Gentrification and Hispanic displacement nationally, in which more than 2 tracts gentrified between 2000-2013.
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Figure 8:   Number of tracts with indications of black and Hispanic displacement from 2000-2013. Hispanic displacement is concentrated 


in the West and black displacement in the East and Midwest.


Critics of gentrification sometimes argue that long-term disinvestment and 


depopulation of neighborhoods established the economic and social conditions for later 


cultural displacement (Marcuse 1986). In order to test this, we examined cities with a 


high number of tracts with black displacement for long-term demographic shifts between 


1990 and 2010 (Table 6). The 20-year study period was chosen to capture the impact of 


demographic changes unfolding over a longer time frame than gentrification, especially in 


instances where displacement actually preceded gentrification. In most cases, a pattern of 


decreasing percentages of black, and increasing percentages of white, residents occurred in 


gentrifying tracts. This tract-level pattern of black decreases and white increases in residents 


was especially prevalent in Washington, D.C., San Francisco-Oakland, Atlanta, New Orleans 


and Richmond. Many tracts also showed that there was long-term population loss, indicating 


abandonment of the area or reduced residential density before or during a demographic 


transition. This trend was apparent in Baltimore, but especially severe in New Orleans, 


Cities with High Levels of Black and  


Hispanic Displacement 2000-2013
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where the Hurricane Katrina catastrophe forced widespread neighborhood abandonment. 


Philadelphia and Washington, D.C., had much lower levels of population loss in gentrifying 


tracts. The cities of Dallas, Richmond, New York City, and especially Atlanta and San 


Francisco, had high rates of population growth. 


Table 6:    Tracts with indications of black displacement and percentages of overall population loss, then the percentages of black and 


white residential change across  gentrified tracts in the city.


There were also notable declines in the Hispanic population and increases in white 


population in many cities between 1990 and 2010. The exceptions to this were in Los 


Angeles and San Diego (Table 7), where both white and Hispanic populations declined in 


gentrifying neighborhoods. Linkages between tract-level population loss and demographic 


change were evident in Denver, Dallas, San Diego and Chicago. Areas of Hispanic 


displacement in Denver, Houston, Austin and Dallas are shown in figures 8 a-d. All of these 


cities also contained tracts experiencing black displacement.


Black Displacement and Population 


Change in Neighborhoods


City
Tracts With Black 


Displacement
Overall Population 
Change 1990-2010


White Population 
Change 1990-2010


Black Population 
Change 1990-2010


Washington DC 33 -4% 21% -32%


New York City 26 5% 7% -18%


Philadelphia 16 -10% 19% -23%


San Francisco-


Oakland
13 21% 13% -27%


New Orleans 7 -75% 12% -17%


Atlanta 7 17% 29% -38%


Baltimore 5 -52% -8% -2%


Richmond 4 10% 30% -45%


Charlotte 4 9% 0% -72%
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Table 7:     Tracts with indications of Hispanic displacement and percentages of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white residential change 


across all gentrified tracts in the city.


Hispanic Displacement and Population 


Change in Neighborhoods


CBSA
Tracts With 
Hispanic 


Displacement


Overall Population 
Change 1990-2010


White Population 
Change 1990-2010


Black Population 
Change 1990-2010


New York City 9 21% 9% -14%


Los Angeles 8 16% -5% -12%


Houston 4 12% 25% -30%


Denver 5 -3% 17% -17%


Dallas 4 -6% 20% -19%


Austin 4 11% 16% -17%


San Diego 2 -17% -4% -12%


San Jose 2 16% 1% -22%


Phoenix 2 65% 11% -21%


Chicago 2 -17% 0% -10%
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DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
Past studies of gentrification and displacement have measured neighborhood change by 


assessing the rates of mobility of incumbent low-income residents in gentrifying areas. 


Generally, the results showed high but comparable rates of mobility for low-income residents 


in gentrifying and non-gentrifying tracts, but with low rates of low- income replacement in 


gentrifying tracts. Consequently, that method of analysis did not directly measure racial/


ethnic displacement. This study used a different approach, examining shifts in the racial/


ethnic composition of tracts in 2000 and 2010 in order to determine where gentrification and 


demographic changes were indicative of displacement. National rates of gentrification are low 


in towns and smaller cities, with 76 percent of urban areas not experiencing any gentrification 


under our criteria. This may be a conservative estimate due to the requirement of an absolute 


increase in household income. Another 13 percent experienced gentrification in only one 


neighborhood, while 8 percent of U.S. cities experienced moderate gentrification. However, 


the largest population centers experienced intensive gentrification with 3 percent of cities 


showing indications of gentrification in 10 or more tracts, and 79 percent of gentrifying tracts 


being within cities with one million or more residents. Though gentrification may be relatively 


rare at the national level, it can be intensive in the largest cities with dynamic economies. 


Coastal cities experienced the highest rates of gentrification, with seven out of the top 10 


cities in total tracts gentrified being located on the East or West coast.


 The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 created 8,000 Opportunity Zones throughout the 


country to lure investment to struggling neighborhoods. Although those Opportunity Zones 


were not defined when this study began, preliminary analysis indicates that 70% of gentrified 


neighborhoods are within or adjacent to an Opportunity Zone. However, most Opportunity 


Zones do not appear to have been gentrified during the study period.


 Some questions to investigate in the future: Will Opportunity Zone investments 


concentrate mainly in booming areas, and skip many others, as we found for gentrification. 


Will investments flow primarily into Opportunity Zones that are already gentrified, or adjacent 


to gentrified neighborhoods?


 This study indicates that minority displacement is indeed occurring in many cities, 


where it is often concentrated in areas near the central business district. Displacement of 


minority groups was high in gentrifying tracts, with 22 percent having indications of high 


levels of either black or Hispanic residential loss. While larger cities experienced higher 


levels of gentrification, displacement also seemed to correspond with regional location. 


Southern cities experienced greater intensity of black displacement, while western cities 


experienced greater intensity of Hispanic displacement. Additionally, Washington, D.C., 


and Philadelphia were notable for their high levels of black displacement, while Denver and 


Austin had high levels of Hispanic displacement. These results indicate that gentrification is 
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often accompanied by high levels of cultural displacement. Since the displacement portion 


of this study was limited to the decades before 2010, it is difficult to assess the proportion 


of minority neighborhoods which have indications of displacement that will lead to racial and 


ethnic integration, or resegregate and become white majority areas over time. It is essential 


to examine the economic and demographic changes which result from gentrification for their 


impact on equity at the neighborhood level.     
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


 COVID-19 exposed deep economic and social fault lines nationwide, with profound 


implications for how we attract investment to our poorest communities and the impact that 


investment has on low- and moderate-income (LMI) and minority populations. 


 The pandemic also made clear what was already going on before it: While a small 


number of cities were booming, most were not. NCRC’s 2019 report on gentrification 


and cultural displacement identified a small group of boomtowns that experienced large 


scale gentrification and notable displacement of longtime minority communities. But they 


were rare. Most cities and towns were struggling. Their problem was stagnation and 


disinvestment, not gentrification or displacement. Most LMI communities in most places 


remained mired in poverty and lacked critical investment.


Widespread protests in 2020 against systemic racism and police brutality erupted in a nation 


that was already suffering not only from a pandemic but also from the brutality of chronic 


poverty and economic distress. 


COVID-19 struck a nation that was already mostly struggling. Recovery in most places 


will be even more challenging than in those where investment was already concentrated. 


Unless we act now. 


 In this follow-up report, covering data from 2012 through 2017, NCRC once again 


found that gentrification and displacement was highly concentrated, and that most low-


income neighborhoods, and the vast majority of cities, continued to deal with a chronic lack 


of investment. 


 San Francisco, California, took the title of most intensely gentrified city in America 


during 2013-2017, followed by Denver, Colorado, and Boston, Massachusetts. They had 


the largest share of their vulnerable neighborhoods that gentrified during that time period. 


Washington, D.C., ranked No. 1 in the 2019 report, dropped to No. 13. Gentrification and 


displacement continued there, but it surged elsewhere.


 For this report, we also took a closer look at Opportunity Zones. Since their debut 


in 2018, Opportunity Zones raised fears that they might exacerbate gentrification and the 


displacement of LMI and minority communities. The role that Opportunity Zones will play in 


neighborhood development, gentrification and displacement is not well understood, and no 


real data is yet collected on investments in the Opportunity Funds that drive this process.


 For the most part, OZs were indeed the places in the most dire need of investment. 


Economic inequality was higher, home values and incomes lower and fewer families 


owned their homes than in any other part of the city. Despite the fact that 69% of gentrified 


www.ncrc.org



https://ncrc.org/gentrification/

https://ncrc.org/gentrification/

https://ncrc.org/qualified-opportunity-zones-2018-gentrified-neighborhoods-2000-2017/

https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/whats-the-latest-on-opportunity-zones





5


NCRC 


RESEARCH
Gentrification and Disinvestment 2020


neighborhoods were either in or adjacent to an OZ, the majority of Opportunity Zones 


were in fact those places that needed the most help. In the 921 cities that saw very little 


gentrification in this report, all LMI neighborhoods were struggling, but the Opportunity 


Zones were usually the worst off.


 There was a stark racial divide in these communities as well, with gentrifying 


neighborhoods overwhelmingly populated by people of color. The average minority 


population of the neighborhoods included in this study was 50%, but that figure rose 


to 77% in areas we determined to have gentrified. Homeownership in both gentrifying 


neighborhoods and OZs was significantly lower than in the rest of these cities as well. Often, 


the people who lived there, overwhelmingly people of color, were not benefiting from the 


investment that flowed there. As the Philadelphia Federal Reserve found, renters are more 


vulnerable to displacement as their communities gentrify, and unlike owners, they reap none 


of the rewards that rising home prices and rents can bestow.


 NCRC once again found that gentrification remains a significant threat to minority 


and LMI families in some of the largest and most prosperous parts of the country. These 


cities are home to over 14% of all Americans. In these cities, Opportunity Zones overlap 


gentrification to a high degree.


 Throughout the rest of the country the narrative changes a great deal, with 


disinvestment more common throughout nearly all LMI neighborhoods. High levels of 


inequality as well as low home values and incomes prevented many families from building 


wealth at all. Here Opportunity Zones highlighted the neighborhoods that have the greatest 


need.


 This study reinforces the need for the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA), and its 


modernization and expansion to adapt to the realities of today’s mortgage market. CRA 


is important for driving investment to lower-income communities and families, a fact that 


persists despite the appearance of substantial gentrification in some of the largest cities 


we looked at. Chronic disinvestment in lower-income communities will undoubtedly be 


exacerbated by the COVID-19 crisis. In those communities where gentrification existed, 


the ability for residents to resist displacement will be harder, and in most of the country it 


will become even harder to attract investment at all. The data underscores the need for a 


more equitable system and policies that help more communities attract investment without 


displacing the families that live there.
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INTRODUCTION
The 2017 “Tax Cuts and Jobs Act’’ created a new mechanism which allows 


investments in distressed neighborhoods to be sheltered from tax liabilities. Opportunity 


Zones (OZs) were supposed to be economically distressed communities where investment 


in businesses are given preferential tax treatment. By the end of 2018, 8,764 census tracts, 


neighborhoods in rural and urban areas with indications of economic distress, were nominated 


by governors and designated as Opportunity Zones by the Secretary of the U.S. Treasury.1 


OZs are controversial. Critics of OZs have voiced concern that they will fuel “gentrification on 


steroids’’ in urban areas,2 accelerate displacement3 and intensify rather than solve the problem 


of a lack of affordable housing in many cities.4 Proponents of the law argued that OZs would 


provide extensive tax benefits to industry and create the circumstances for industries to remain 


in or relocate to low-income areas, providing employment and other opportunities to low-


income residents. However, if the investments in OZs do not benefit low-income residents, 


they simply become the equivalent of “mini tax havens for the rich” transplanted to low-income 


neighborhoods.5 


In this report, we looked at newly gentrifying neighborhoods in the 2013-2017 time-


period. We also compared them with OZs. Our analysis focused on OZs located in urban 


areas and their correspondence with the neighborhoods in towns and cities where there 


were indications of gentrification. We examined urban areas because a majority of the U.S. 


population lives in cities and towns of over 10,000 residents, and also because gentrification 


is an issue that impacts urban areas.6 A spatial overlay of the newly announced OZs with 


gentrifying areas allowed us to compare economic and social conditions within them and also 


with other urban neighborhoods. The period following the conclusion of the Great Recession 


to about 2012 has been one of ongoing but uneven economic recovery for urban areas.7 


We assessed an uneven pattern of gentrification in urban areas since 2012. Our analysis 


answered questions about where neighborhoods with recent indications of gentrification are 


located, whether these gentrifying neighborhoods are close to OZs and how OZs differ from 


other urban neighborhoods in their socioeconomic status and demographics.


We identified 954 neighborhoods with indications of gentrification in the period 


2013-2017. These were concentrated in 20 “intensely gentrifying” metro areas, where a 


1 https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/opportunity-zones-frequently-asked-questions


2 https://kinder.rice.edu/urbanedge/2019/02/20/opportunity-zones-gentrification-steroids


3 https://itep.org/how-opportunity-zones-benefit-investors-and-promote-displacement/


4 https://www.enterprisecommunity.org/download?fid=11643&nid=8725


5 https://talkpoverty.org/2018/12/13/tax-break-low-income-opportunity-rich


6 As of 2017, the U.S. Census Bureau estimated that 85.87 percent of U.S. residents live in an MSA. https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/


tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk


7 https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2018/01/22/uneven-growth/


www.ncrc.org



https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-are-opportunity-zones-and-how-do-they-work

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-are-opportunity-zones-and-how-do-they-work

https://kinder.rice.edu/urbanedge/2019/02/20/opportunity-zones-gentrification-steroids

https://itep.org/how-opportunity-zones-benefit-investors-and-promote-displacement/

https://www.enterprisecommunity.org/download?fid=11643&nid=8725

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk





7


NCRC 


RESEARCH
Gentrification and Disinvestment 2020


high percentage of low-income and low home value neighborhoods that were eligible for 


gentrification in 2008-2012 showed indications of gentrification. In each of these cities, at 


least 10 neighborhoods gentrified during the 2013-2017 period. Nationally, half of all of the 


gentrifying neighborhoods were in these 20 cities. The top cities for intensity of gentrification 


during the period are San Francisco-Oakland, Denver, Boston, Miami and New Orleans. 


This list changed from the one in our previous report, which covered the period 2000-2012. 


Previously, Washington, D.C., had indications of the highest intensity of gentrification, but 


dropped to 13th in this new report. All of the top 20 cities in this report were amongst the top 


30 in intensity during the earlier report period, 2000-2012. 


The analysis divided neighborhoods into five categories: neighborhoods that were 


eligible for gentrification but did not gentrify, gentrifying neighborhoods, OZs, gentrifying 


OZs and all “other urban” neighborhoods (primarily middle- to upper-income areas). The 


largest number of neighborhoods are in the other urban neighborhood category, followed 


by neighborhoods eligible to gentrify that did not and then the urban OZs. The number of 


neighborhoods with indications of gentrification was much smaller than the number of urban 


OZs, but there was considerable overlap and adjacency of these two categories. Sixty-


nine percent of gentrifying areas were within or next to an OZ and 179 of the gentrifying 


neighborhoods were also categorized as OZs.  


Despite their degree of overlap, most gentrifying areas had very different economic 


conditions than OZs. Indications of economic prosperity - household income, home value 


and college education - quickly increased in gentrifying areas. Rents rose fastest in gentrifying 


and middle- to upper-income urban neighborhoods, creating housing affordability pressures. 


This contrasted with the OZs, which on average had lower population, higher percentages of 


black residents, lower median home value, lower median household income, lower rates of 


owner occupancy, low college education levels and greater economic inequality. They also 


had the lowest median rent and high levels of business and residential vacancy. In fact, nearly 


84% of the urban OZs overlapped with CRA designated LMI neighborhoods. Usually, OZs 


were among the most distressed neighborhoods in their communities. 


Our findings suggest that concern about the impact of OZs is warranted, but that 


the designation of an area as an OZ, especially in most cities where gentrification is not 


widespread, is usually an indicator of a neighborhood in economic distress with high levels 


of income inequality. However, because of the high degree of adjacency of OZs and urban 


neighborhoods experiencing gentrification, OZs may be especially prone to gentrification as 


they are impacted by the spill-over effects from neighborhoods next to them. The primary 


problem of the newly designated OZs is not so much how they were selected, but whether or 


not they will benefit their residents, and not just wealthy investors seeking to reduce their tax 


liability. While OZs usually represent neighborhoods with great economic need, the Tax Cuts 


and Jobs Act failed to establish sufficient metrics to evaluate the outcome of investments 
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or how they are benefiting the residents of OZs. The minimal restrictions on investment 


types, and the absence of metrics for measuring success makes investments under the law 


vulnerable to exploitation and “gaming,” which favors high returns over social benefits.


METHODS
The present study built on the methods employed in our previous study covering 


neighborhood change and gentrification during 2000-2012.8 While the prior study utilized 


Decennial Census 2000 and 2010 and American Community Survey (ACS) data, which was 


normalized to account for census tract boundary changes, the present study relied on five-


year ACS data collected during the periods 2008-2012 and 2013-2017. Some of the ACS 


data, especially the demographic data, has large margins of error. This is because the data 


is drawn from surveys taken during a five-year period. Consequently, we did not analyze 


displacement by race and ethnicity, a task that requires precise counts of the residents in a 


neighborhood. Instead, the present study focused on socioeconomic data related to income, 


home value and education level to assess neighborhood-level gentrification.


Eligibility 


2012


Gentrified 


2017


Change 


2013-2017


Population


>500


Median Home Value 


<40th percentile


Median Household Income 


<40th percentile


Increase in Median Home Value 


>60th percentile


Increase in College Educated 


>60th percentile


Increase in Median Household 


income 


Comparisons at Metro 


Level (CBSA)


Only Central City 


Neighborhoods 


Considered


Gentrification and Displacement Criteria  


Figure 1: Criteria used to evaluate gentrification at the census tract level


This study directly compared census tracts, hereafter referred to as neighborhoods, 


in the central city portion of urban areas. Neighborhoods were separated into five categories: 


those which were eligible for gentrification, those which were gentrifying, neighborhoods 


designated as OZs, gentrifying OZs and all other urban neighborhoods which were not 


gentrifying nor been designated as an OZ (Table 1). Due to the overlap of the two categories, 


we removed the 179 neighborhoods that were labeled “gentrifying OZs” from the statistical 


analysis.


8  https://ncrc.org/gentrification/
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NATIONAL COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT COALITIONNCRC.ORG


Neighborhood Classifi cations


Neighborhood Type Description
Neighborhood 


Count


Eligible to gentrify
In the lower 40th percentile of 


income and home value but not 


gentrifying


9,743


Gentrifying
Eligible and with increases 


in income, home values, and 


college attainment


954


Opportunity Zone
Designated opportunity 


Zone with no evidence of 


gentrifi cation


4,089 Urban


4,581 Rural


Gentrifying Opportunity Zone Opportunity Zone and gentrifi ed 179


Other


Urban neighborhoods that were 


not eligible to gentrify and are 


not Opportunity Zones (usually 


middle- to- upper-income)


15,039


Table 1: Neighborhood categories used in this study with description and count of census tracts, or neighborhoods in 
each category. Note that the “Gentrified Opportunity Zone” category duplicates neighborhoods in both “Gentrified” and “ 
Opportunity Zone” categories. 


A descriptive analysis of the average, or mean value, was conducted and then the 


differences were analyzed between categories of urban neighborhoods in cities with at least 


one gentrifying neighborhood and other cities without any indication of gentrification. Intensity 


of gentrification was quantified as the percentage of neighborhoods which were gentrifying out 


of those which were eligible to gentrify. Only urban central city neighborhoods were considered. 


These neighborhoods were defined as those that are part of the central city of a metropolitan 


area as defined by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).9 Figures 2a and 2b show a 


sample of the central cities boundaries in two metro areas. The central city indicator confines 


eligibility to the more concentrated urban area in the examples of New Orleans, Louisiana, 


and San Jose, California. Areas excluded from the central city neighborhoods appear as 


“holes” in the maps. Examples of these are parks, government installations and airports, 


which are not densely populated residential areas. The maps show how eligible and gentrifying 


neighborhoods were contained in central city areas, while OZs were not restricted by this 


qualification and extended to lower density suburbs and exurban areas.


9  https://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/doc/census03.doc
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Figures 2a-2b The New Orleans and San Jose metro areas. The central city includes the more densely 
populated areas of both areas, and is used as one condition for gentrification. Designated Opportunity 
Zones can be in urban or suburban neighborhoods of metro areas, and also in rural areas. 


Legend


Central City Boundary


Opportunity Zone


Eligible Tracts


Gentrified Tracts
0 5 102.5


Miles


Legend


Central City Boundary


Opportunity Zone


Eligible Tracts


Gentrified Tracts
0 5 102.5


Miles
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RESULTS
National Level – Gentrification and Opportunity Zones


Nationally, out of the 72,668 neighborhoods that were evaluated, 9,743 neighborhoods 


were eligible for gentrification. Of these, 954 or 9.8%, had indications of gentrifying during the 


2013-2017 time period (Table 2).


Neighborhoods that Gentrifi ed 


and are Opportunity Zones


Total Tracts Eligible Gentrifying
Gentrifying and 
in or next to an 


Opportunity Zone


72,668 9,743 954 657


Table 2: Classification of census tracts or neighborhoods at the national level. 


In our prior study of gentrification between 2000 and 2012, we found that gentrification 


was relatively rare in metropolitan areas in the U.S. However, gentrification was highly 


concentrated in the largest and most economically dynamic cities. The current analysis confirms 


the pattern, with 654 of the 940 designated metro areas (CBSA) having no indications of 


gentrification, while 37 cities contained more than five neighborhoods which were undergoing 


gentrification (Table 3). This means that less than 4% of U.S. cities showed indications of 


extensive gentrification during the period. However, during the past five years more cities 


experienced at least some level of neighborhood gentrification than in the prior period.


Table 3: Distribution of census tracts or neighborhoods with indications of gentrification in Metro areas. (Source: Author’s 
calculations based on Decennial Census 2000 and 2010 data, and ACS 5-year 2008-2012 and 2013-2017 datasets.)


Comparison of Gentrifi cation at City Level 2000-2017


Number of Tracts 
Gentrifying Across 
All 940 CBSAs


CBSAs (Cities) 
2000-2012


CBSAs (Cities) 
2012-2017


Percent of All 
CBSAs 2012-2017


No Gentrifi cation 711 654 69.6%


Only 1 Tract Gentrifying 120 167 17.8%


2-5 Tracts Gentrifying 62 82 8.7%


6-9 Tracts Gentrifying 14 18 1.9%


10 Or More Tracts Gentrifying 28 19 2.0%


www.ncrc.org
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Figure 3: The distribution of gentrifying neighborhoods at the national level. Top ten cities for intensity of gentrification are 
labeled.


Gentrification is an urban phenomenon, while OZs have been designated in both urban 


and rural areas. Table 4 establishes the number of neighborhoods in rural and urban areas 


across the U.S. Of the 8,670 neighborhoods designated as OZs, 4,089 are in urban areas (in 


metro areas as designated by CBSA boundaries). There are many more of these urban OZs 


than there are gentrifying neighborhoods. However, the overlap of gentrifying areas with OZs 


is high. Almost 69% of the neighborhoods identified as gentrifying in the 2013-2017 data were 


either within or adjacent to an OZ. The vast majority of OZs (98%) were census tracts that are 


“low-income communities” with high rates of poverty, though a small number (2%) of non-low-


income contiguous census tracts were also designated.10 Our analysis indicates that 88.93% 


of the OZs are in low- to moderate- income areas as designated under the Community 


Reinvestment Act of 1977 (CRA). Most of the OZs that were not in actual low- to moderate- 


income areas are adjacent to them.


Gentrifi cation and Opportunity Zones in Rural and Urban areas


Tract Type
Total 
Tracts


Opportunity 
Zones


Gentrifying
In/Adjacent 
Opportunity Zone


Urban 26,864 4,089 954 657


Rural 47,137 4,581 N/A N/A


Total 74,001 8,670 954 657


Table 4: Distribution of Opportunity Zones and gentrifying neighborhoods. 


10  This is based on the list of designated Opportunity Zones issued on 12/14/2018 in which 198 of the 8,764 OZs listed are considered 


“Non-LIC contiguous”. https://www.cdfifund.gov/Pages/Opportunity-Zones.aspx 
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Gentrification within metropolitan areas


Metro areas with the largest population size lead the U.S. in the number of 


neighborhoods with indications of gentrification during the period. New York, Los Angeles 


and Chicago are first, second and fifth respectively. In fact, half of the top ten gentrifying cities 


have populations over five million, the smallest being Indianapolis with two million residents. 


Gentrification is usually associated with population size and growth of U.S. cities, and a 


variety of economic and cultural factors “pull” people to cities where it is most intense. Some 


of these factors involve strong correlations for gentrification with wage and income growth, 


expansion of technology based industries, transit access and use.11    
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Figure 4: Metro areas listed by the number of gentrifying census tracts, or neighborhoods


Our report covering gentrification from 2000 to 2012 indicated that Washington, D.C., 


had the greatest intensity of gentrification, nationally. Since 2013, San Francisco-Oakland 


shows indications of the highest intensity, closely followed by Denver, then Boston and Miami 


(Table 5). All of these cities experienced 20% or more of the neighborhoods that were eligible, 


undergoing gentrification during the most recent period. New Orleans is also high on the 


list for intensity of gentrification, an indication of the rapid development of neighborhoods 


affected by Hurricane Katrina during the past decade.12 Washington, D.C., still has a high 


intensity of gentrification, with a total of 14 (16%) of eligible neighborhoods gentrifying over 


the past five years, though the pace of gentrification seems to have slackened.


11 Florida, R. (2017). The new urban crisis: How our cities are increasing inequality, deepening segregation, and failing the 


middle class-and what we can do about it. Basic Books. Pg 223


12 https://www.citylab.com/environment/2019/02/gentrification-causes-new-orleans-natural-disasters-hurricane-katrina/582499/
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NATIONAL COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT COALITIONNCRC.ORG


Most Intensely Gentrifying Cities 2013-2017


City
Total 
Tracts


Eligible 
Tracts


Gentrifying 
Tracts


Gentrifying %


San Francisco-Oakland 975 131 41 31.3%


Denver 619 80 22 27.5%


Boston 1003 75 16 21.3%


Miami-Ft. Lauderdale 1215 81 17 21.0%


New Orleans 392 64 13 20.3%


Austin 350 56 11 19.6%


New York City 4515 362 70 19.3%


San Jose 383 72 13 18.1%


Phoenix 991 162 29 17.9%


Sacramento 484 56 10 17.9%


Minneapolis 771 115 20 17.4%


Indianapolis 360 100 17 17.0%


Washington D.C. 1346 86 14 16.3%


San Diego 627 88 14 15.9%


Los Angeles 2921 404 48 11.9%


Baltimore 679 150 16 10.7%


Chicago 2210 324 28 8.6%


Philadelphia 1473 280 20 7.1%


Detroit 1294 293 14 4.8%


Dallas 1314 238 11 4.6%


Table 5: Twenty most intensely gentrifying metro areas 2013-2017. (Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008-2012 and 
2013-2017 Census ACS 5-year data)


www.ncrc.org
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Neighborhood level differences


Descriptives


We analyzed differences between neighborhoods eligible for gentrification, designated 


OZs, gentrifying neighborhoods and all other urban neighborhoods of the 286 metro areas with 


indications of gentrification. Measurement of the average, or mean values, for a broad range 


of factors was undertaken. This descriptive analysis reveals several differences of resident’s 


economic status in four neighborhood categories (Table 6). 


NATIONAL COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT COALITIONNCRC.ORG


Descriptive Statistics for Neighborhood Types


Variable
Opportunity 


Zone
Eligible Gentrifying Other Urban


2017 Population 3,513 3,956 4,108 4,425


2010 Black % 46.39% 33.18% 25.36% 13.89%


2010 Asian % 3.42% 4.76% 5.84% 8.79%


2010 Hispanic % 17.90% 27.32% 31.26% 19.25%


2010 White non-Hispanic % 31.50% 33.58% 36.23% 56.30%


2017 Median Home Value $ $165,885 $154,802 $216,784 $372,139


2017 Median Household 
Income $


$32,850 $39,259 $44,228 $69,875


2017 College Education % 13.58% 12.88% 16.19% 31.92%


2017 Median Rent $ $850 $925 $992 $1,279


2017 Housing Units 1,562 1,620 1,625 1,881


2017 Gini Coeff. 0.4742 0.4389 0.4361 0.4334


2017 Ownership Costs % 21.13 21.06 21.07 20.31


2017 Owner Occupancy % 34.76% 44.88% 43.47% 55.59%


2017 Residential Vacancy % 7.08% 5.88% 4.49% 1.94%


2017 Business Vacancy % 13.34% 12.21% 10.98% 8.13%


Number of Neighborhoods 1,992 5,617 742 12,449


Table 6: Descriptive statistics. Average values of selected variables in four neighborhood categories. Neighborhoods that are 
Gentrified OZs are excluded from the analysis. (Source: Decennial Census 2010 and Census ACS 5-year data 2013-2017) 
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“Urban” neighborhoods refers to areas that are within central cities, but met 


neither  the classifications for gentrification eligibility or the OZ designation. These 


neighborhoods have higher indicators of socioeconomic status and most qualify as middle- 


to upper- income areas. They have the highest average population, median home value, 


median household income and percentage of college graduates. They are also the most 


expensive in terms of median rent costs and have the lowest residential and business 


vacancy levels. Demographically, the urban neighborhoods had the highest percentage 


of Asian and non-Hispanic White, and lowest percentage of Black residents, in 2010. In 


contrast, neighborhoods designated as OZs have the lowest median household income, 


and the second lowest percentage of college graduates and median home values. By 


those measures, the OZs are slightly higher than neighborhoods that were “eligible” for 


gentrification at the beginning of the period in 2012, but did not gentrify. The eligible 


neighborhoods were in the lowest 40th percentile of median household income and home 


value for the area in 2008-2012, and did not substantially improve during the 2013-2017 


time frame of the Census ACS data. Economic inequality as measured by the Gini coefficient 


was greatest in OZs. Rents in OZs were 14.3% and 33.5% less than in gentrifying or other 


urban neighborhoods, respectively. The average population of OZs are the lowest, and 


they also had the lowest levels of owner-occupancy and highest residential and business 


vacancies, which may indicate greater degrees of abandonment. Demographically, OZs 


had the highest percentage of Black, and lowest percentage of non-Hispanic White, 


residents. Neighborhoods that were eligible to gentrify had marginally better economic 


conditions in terms of median home values and household income than OZs, but had lower 


percentages of college educated residents. Their home owner occupancy and vacancy 


rates were close to those of the OZs, again indicative of abandonment. Finally, gentrifying 


neighborhoods were sandwiched between OZs and other urban neighborhoods in terms 


of their economic conditions. Gentrifying areas had the second highest population average, 


median home value, household income and the percent of college educated residents. 


Values in gentrifying neighborhoods were all significantly higher than OZs, but lower than 


other urban neighborhoods. Median rents were also between the other two categories, 


however, the ownership costs were on par with eligible and gentrifying neighborhoods. 


Additionally, gentrifying neighborhoods had the largest increases in median home values, 


household income, education levels, cost of rent and decreases in owner occupancy. 


Gentrifying areas show improvements in the socioeconomic status of residents from eligible 


neighborhoods, but they are also places where rent costs more. This indicates general 


reduction in affordability, however, home ownership costs declined across all central city 


neighborhoods in the 2013-2017 period from those in the prior 2008-2012 period. This could 


be due to the effects of the foreclosure crisis, when many properties were “underwater” and 


mortgages often exceeded the value of the houses, and household income decreased due to 


the recession.  
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Opportunity Zones and Gentrifying Areas Compared


OZs cover a wide geographic area, encompassing rural and urban areas. Our 


analysis is restricted to OZs in the urban neighborhoods within central city areas. In these 


neighborhoods, there is considerable overlap with and adjacency to the neighborhoods 


which have indications of gentrification. So how do changes in socioeconomic conditions in 


gentrifying neighborhoods and OZs compare? Gentrifying neighborhoods showed significant 


increases in median home value, median household income, percentage of college educated 


residents, but also in economic inequality as measured by the Gini coefficient (Table 7). By 


these measures, it is clear that gentrifying neighborhoods are undergoing rapid change, with 


improving economic conditions. 


Neighborhood Changes 2012-2017


Change Variable
Opportunity 


Zone
Eligible Gentrifying Other Urban


Change Median Home Value -3.67% -3.58% 24.55% 3.02%


Change Median Household 
Income


3.41% 2.70% 18.96% 4.86%


Change in College Educated -11.26% -15.80% 17.89% -15.72%


Change in Economic 
Inequality (Gini)


1.47% 1.19% 0.65% 0.95%


Number of Tracts 1,992 5,617 742 12,449


Table 7: Change in values of median home value, income and education by neighborhood classification in cities with 
some indication of gentrification. Gentrifying Opportunity Zones are excluded from the analysis since they would be in two 
neighborhood categories. (Source: US Census ACS 5-year 2013-2017, with calculated changes from ACS 2008-2012)


Next, if we examine the OZs, we find that they have very different economic 


conditions from those in gentrifying areas. OZs saw deteriorating median home values and 


a decrease in college-educated residents. They also saw a widening of the gap in economic 


inequality that was even greater than it was in those neighborhoods that were eligible 


but did not gentrify. In fact, the economic conditions in OZs most closely mirror those of 


neighborhoods that were eligible for gentrification but did not gentrify. Remember, that the 


eligible neighborhoods were in the bottom 40th percentile in measures of median home value 


and median household income. This analysis shows that on average, median home value 


deteriorated even further, though household incomes rose.   


While the analysis seems to indicate that, on average, the socioeconomic conditions 


in OZs were marginally better than in the eligible to gentrify neighborhoods and that the 


conditions in OZs deteriorated, were these changes statistically significant? We used an 
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Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) along with a common test of statistical significance, Tukey’s 


test for Honestly Significant Differences (HSD), to check this by examining the changes 


between OZs and all of the other neighborhood types. The results shown in Table 8 indicate 


that there were highly significant differences between the changes in median home value, 


median household income and percentage of college educated residents in the OZs from 


all other neighborhood categories. However, the differences in the increase in economic 


inequality (Gini coefficient) in OZs were significant from those in urban and gentrifying areas, 


but not from the eligible to gentrify neighborhoods.   


Signifi cance Levels of Neighborhood Changes


Change Variable
Mean of 


Opportunity 
Zones


Eligible 
Mean 


Difference


Gentrifying 
Mean 


Difference


Other Urban 
Mean 


Difference


Change Median Home Value -3.67% 0.0009*** -0.2823*** 0.0669***


Change Median Household 
Income


3.41% -0.007*** 0.1554*** 0.0145**


Change College Educated 
Residents


-11.26% -0.0454*** 0.2915*** -0.0446***


Change Economic 
Inequality (Gini)


1.47% -0.0029 -0.0082* -0.0052*


Number of Tracts 1,992 5,617 742 12,449


      *p<.05; **p <.01; ***p<.001


Table 8:  Changes in Opportunity Zones compared to all other neighborhood categories 2013-2017. ANOVA with a test of 
statistical significance in changes between Opportunity Zones and other neighborhood categories. Value of the difference 
in the mean with level of statistical significance is shown.  (Source: US Census ACS 5-year 2013-2017, with calculated 
changes from ACS 2008-2012)


The analysis indicated that neighborhoods that were designated as OZs and also 


those that were eligible for gentrification but did not gentrify were at the bottom in terms of 


home value, income and educational attainment of their residents. While OZs had slightly 


higher median home value in the most intensely gentrifying metros, they were worse-off by all 


of the other socioeconomic measures than the eligible neighborhoods that did not gentrify, 


and much worse than gentrifying neighborhoods.  
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DEMOGRAPHICS
While nearly 86% of the U.S. population of 325 million13 lived in urban areas in 2017, 


about one-third were residents of most densely urbanized central city areas. In the previous 


section, it was seen that the number of urban areas experiencing some gentrification was 


small, however, the actual number of people living in these metros was four times greater 


than the number who were living in cities without any gentrification (Table 9). Over 3 million 


people, or nearly 1% of the population, live in neighborhoods with indications of gentrification. 


While intense gentrification may be relatively rare across the U.S., it is most concentrated in 


the populous cities of the coastal regions, and a considerable number of people live in the 


neighborhoods most impacted by it.   


Estimated Population 2017


City Category
Opportunity 


Zones
Eligible Gentrifying Other Urban Total


Cities without Gentrifi cation 3,213,702 4,495,293 NA 11,988,968 19,697,963


Cities with Gentrifi cation 6,997,340 22,222,421 3,048,355 55,092,520 87,360,636


Total 10,211,042 26,717,714 3,048,355 67,081,488 107,058,599


Table 9: Estimated 2017 population totals of central city areas by neighborhood category. (Source: Author’s calculation 
based on US Census ACS 5-year 2013-2017 population estimates)


Looking back to 2010 at the demographic composition of the city neighborhoods, the 


cities that experienced some gentrification were much more diverse in their racial and ethnic 


composition than those cities without any gentrification. Gentrifying neighborhoods had a 


low average percentage of White non-Hispanic residents in 2010, only 37% (Figure 5g). The 


racial and ethnic composition of the eligible, other urban and OZ designated neighborhoods 


were also considerably more diverse in 2010 than neighborhoods in metro areas without any 


gentrification (Figures 5a-5f). 


    


13  https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2017/estimates-idaho.html
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Figures 5a-5g: Racial and ethnic residential 
population of neighborhoods in gentrifying 
metro areas and all other metro areas. Percent 
of population (Source: U.S. Decennial Census 
2010 and author’s calculations)
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Overall, this indicated that cities experiencing intense gentrification were both 


larger and had greater racial diversity than other cities. The impact of gentrification was 


considerable for Black and Hispanic residents who were a majority of the population in 2010 


of neighborhoods which later gentrified. This concentration of intense gentrification in major 


urban areas with diverse neighborhoods disproportionately affected minority communities, a 


finding of our earlier report on gentrification and displacement in the period 2000-2012.14


AFFORDABILITY AND HOMEOWNERSHIP
A lack of affordable housing may impinge homeownership in the largest and most 


economically dynamic U.S. cities. One of the effects of the 2008 mortgage crisis and 


subsequent recession was a deeper decline in home values than any since the Great 


Depression in the 1930’s, with a slow rebound in residential construction.15 This reduced the 


volume of housing stock, and by 2018, when normal rates of household growth returned, 


the national vacancy rate reached its lowest level since 1994.16 Despite these indicators 


of renewed demand, housing production has lagged, placing pressure on house prices 


and rents and decreasing the availability of affordable housing. A survey by the National 


Association of Home Builders in September 2019 reported that 4 in 5 respondents believe 


that the lack of affordable housing has reached crisis levels.17 


Gentrification is sometimes cited as a factor in decreased housing affordability 


because it reduces the supply of lower-cost rental units,18 leading to displacement of low- 


income and minority residents, which was addressed in our prior study covering the 2000-


2012 time period.19 Our present study addressed more recent changes in factors related to 


housing affordability and homeownership by examining median rent, the number of residential 


units, levels of residential and business vacancy, owner costs and home owner occupancy. 


Table 10 indicates the percent change in these variables using the ACS 5-year data covering 


changes from 2008-2012 and 2013-2017. Median rent increased fastest in middle- to 


upper-income other urban and in gentrifying neighborhoods. Additionally, the gentrifying and 


other urban neighborhoods had lower levels of residential and business vacancy than the 


14  https://ncrc.org/gentrification/


15 https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/Harvard_JCHS_State_of_the_Nations_Housing_2019.pdf


16 https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/USHVAC  


17 https://www.nahb.org/news-and-publications/press-releases/2019/09/vast-majority-of-americans-cite-growing-housing-affordabil-


ity-problem-as-a-crisis.aspx


18 Immergluck, D., Carpenter, A., & Lueders, A. (2018). Hot city, cool city: explaining neighbourhood-level losses in low-cost rental hous-


ing in southern US cities. International Journal of Housing Policy, 18(3), 454-478.


19 https://ncrc.org/gentrification/
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other neighborhood categories, however, the number of residential units increased the most 


in other urban and OZs, with gentrifying neighborhoods having a slightly lower increase in 


units. It may seem peculiar that owner costs declined across all neighborhood categories, 


however, this variable takes into account changes in household income during a long period. 


Therefore, this may be an artifact of use of the ACS 5-year dataset, the earlier one of which 


had a midpoint of 2010, covering the period of the mortgage foreclosure crisis during which 


a quarter of homeowners in certain markets held mortgages that were over-leveraged and 


“underwater” relative to their home value.20 The high levels of mortgage insolvency and 


over-leveraging, combined with declines in income during the recession created an intense 


financial downturn which would impact homeownership costs. The subsequent 2013-


2017 ACS dataset covered a period of financial expansion, with lower mortgage rates and 


marginally increasing incomes which would have impacted ownership costs. Overall, median 


rent in gentrifying neighborhoods was second highest in cost and increased almost as much 


as that in the other urban neighborhoods. These increases in rental costs and low vacancy 


levels seem to indicate declining affordability, though the decrease in ownership costs could 


have acted as a mitigating factor in gentrifying neighborhoods,  


Changes in Neighborhood Affordability and 


Homeownership 2012-2017


Change Variable
Opportunity 


Zone
Eligible Gentrifying Other Urban


Change in Median Rent 3.30% 2.96% 6.96% 7.05%


Change in Residential Units 1.78% 0.84% 1.49% 2.74%


Change in Owner Cost -3.33% -3.44% -4.16% -2.96%


Change Owner-Occupancy 25.33% 15.40% 18.16% 7.51%


2017 Residential Vacancy 7.08% 5.88% 4.49% 1.94%


2017 Business Vacancy 13.34% 12.21% 10.98% 8.14%


Number of Tracts 1,992 5,617 742 12,449


  


Table 10: Changes in variables related to affordability and homeownership in cities with indications of at least one 
neighborhood gentrifying. (Source: US Census ACS 5-year 2013-2017, with calculated changes from ACS 2008-2012)


Homeownership levels, as measured by owner occupancy, appeared to increase across 


every neighborhood category in cities with indications of gentrification. While middle- to 


upper-income other urban neighborhoods had the highest levels of owner occupancy, OZs 


20 https://www.frbsf.org/economic-research/publications/economic-letter/2010/october/underwater-mortgages/


 http://haasinstitute.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/haasinsitute_underwateramerica_publish_0.pdf
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and gentrifying neighborhoods experienced the strongest increase during the study period. 


Despite this, the OZs had the lowest overall level of owner occupancy, and barely a third of 


the residents of these neighborhoods were homeowners. They also had the highest vacancy 


levels, and the lowest average number of housing units. OZs and neighborhoods eligible for 


gentrification had indications of being the most affordable, but also had the lowest levels of 


homeownership in cities with indications of gentrification. 


CONCLUSION
This study examined differences in socioeconomic and demographic factors for 


OZs and those areas that were not designated as OZs. There were clear differences not 


just between OZs and other neighborhoods but between OZs in cities where there were 


indications of gentrification and other metro areas where there was no gentrification. Taken as 


a whole, OZs tended to be neighborhoods with lower incomes and home values as well as 


fewer residents with a college education, regardless of whether or not they were gentrifying. 


Income inequality in OZs was also higher than in other neighborhoods. There were also sharp 


differences in the demographics of neighborhoods in cities which had some indications of 


gentrification and those that did not, with much higher percentages of minority residents 


across all neighborhood classifications; eligible, gentrified, other urban and OZ. In the cities 


with indications of gentrification, the differences between OZs and other neighborhoods were 


amplified, with OZs having the highest percentages of minority residents. In cities without 


indications of gentrification, the population of OZs in 2010 was 36% people of color, while in 


the cities with gentrification that figure rose to 68%. Black residents make up the majority of 


the people of color in these communities, just as they tend to make up a larger percentage of 


residents in distressed neighborhoods that were eligible but did not gentrify.


Neighborhoods designated as OZs far outnumbered those neighborhoods where 


the study found gentrification. This was due to the design of the Opportunity Zone program, 


which allows states to designate up to 25% of their low-income neighborhoods as OZs as 


long as they meet the program criteria. Those designations are not limited by central city 


location or other population measures that were used to determine gentrification eligibility. 


However, among those neighborhoods where this study identified gentrification, 69% of the 


time they were either an OZ or they were adjacent to one.21 This high degree of overlap, and 


the intensive concentration of Black households validated concern that OZs may trigger 


displacement in gentrifying neighborhoods.


21  657 of the 954 neighborhoods which have indications of gentrifiation during the 2013-2017 study period are within, or adjacent to a 


designated Opportunity Zone.
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The findings of this study suggest that concern about the impact of OZs is warranted, 


but that the designation of an area as an OZ, especially in the majority of cities where 


gentrification is not widespread, is an indicator of a neighborhood with the greatest distress 


and income inequality. In fact, nearly 84% of the urban OZs overlap CRA designated low- to 


moderate-income neighborhoods. A study focus for OZs should be placed on the types and 


quality of investments attracted to them, and whether these investments contribute to the 


economic well-being of low-income residents in which the investment is made. Future areas 


of research on OZs could include an assessment of the overall level and form that investment 


takes in these areas and how it differs from other neighborhoods. Also, the impact on the 


residents, particularly low- to moderate income and minority families, is a concern. The 


current lack of data on Opportunity Fund investments presents a major barrier to future 


research. This makes it difficult to quantify whether the economic impact of OZs results in 


economic revitalization, or gentrification and displacement.
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APPENDIX - 
Gentrification and Opportunity Zones in the Top Five Cities for Intensity
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VARIABLE
URBAN ELIGIBLE GENTRIFIED


OPPORTUNITY 
ZONE


GENT/OZ


MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD


POPULATION 2017 4,276 2,024 4,178 1,837 4,267 2,040 3,777 2,147 3,663 2,011


MEDIAN HOME VALUE 2017 498,462 310,170 208,115 146,973 293,844 165,287 249,860 228,426 221,763 161,906


MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 2017 77,736 35,360 40,953 16,320 46,957 16,845 35,940 16,629 35,319 13,889


COLLEGE EDUCATED OVER 25 2017 0.354 0.196 0.132 0.121 0.178 0.130 0.152 0.129 0.159 0.108


MEDIAN RENT 2017 1,459 528 1,034 287 1,118 304 995 327 916 236


NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 2017 1,783 925 1,606 698 1,577 714 1,585 846 1,565 736


GINI COEFFICIENT 2017 0.441 0.067 0.445 0.063 0.440 0.058 0.485 0.069 0.479 0.058


OWNERSHIP COST 2017 21.508 6.211 22.453 6.680 22.598 6.634 22.022 9.105 20.464 7.510


OWNER OCCUPIED 2017 0.517 0.249 0.420 0.196 0.385 0.203 0.304 0.187 0.314 0.186


BLACK % 2010 0.141 0.228 0.378 0.360 0.291 0.300 0.563 0.350 0.640 0.304


ASIAN % 2010 0.126 0.151 0.066 0.116 0.084 0.117 0.046 0.098 0.027 0.060


HISPANIC % 2010 0.225 0.218 0.345 0.304 0.399 0.285 0.230 0.249 0.191 0.227


NON_HISPANIC WHITE 2010 0.496 0.284 0.208 0.238 0.224 0.225 0.174 0.229 0.154 0.199


CHANGE MEDIAN HOME VALUE 0.058 0.199 0.005 0.456 0.350 1.005 -0.016 0.413 0.390 0.659


CHANGE MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 0.069 0.211 0.030 0.214 0.219 0.211 0.041 0.273 0.275 0.210


CHANGE COLLEGE EDUCATED -0.133 0.266 -0.158 0.529 0.216 0.648 -0.081 0.573 0.262 0.593


CHANGE RENT 0.084 0.196 0.032 0.158 0.078 0.153 0.048 0.176 0.074 0.182


CHANGE UNITS 0.025 0.133 0.016 0.078 0.025 0.088 0.031 0.152 0.036 0.093


CHANGE GINI 0.010 0.054 0.014 0.063 0.003 0.054 0.021 0.069 0.013 0.057


CHANGE COSTS -3.187 5.559 -3.784 6.689 -4.184 6.665 -3.027 7.969 -3.367 7.580


CHANGE OWNER OCCUPANCY 0.121 0.342 0.179 0.301 0.212 0.320 0.315 0.302 0.296 0.314


NUMBER OF TRACTS N=6728 N=2311 N=371 N=819 N=73


A-6 Descriptive statistics Top 20 Cities in the intensity of gentrification by census tract 
classification. (Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008-2012 and 2013-2017 Census ACS)
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VARIABLE
URBAN ELIGIBLE GENTRIFIED


OPPORTUNITY 
ZONE


GENT/OZ


MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD


POPULATION 2017 4,550 2,225 3,782 1,766 3,955 2,007 3,566 1,757 3,105 1,573


MEDIAN HOME VALUE 2017 212,028 151,381 117,791 78,902 143,489 91,717 106,579 74,933 114,924 70,975


MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 2017 58,703 25,283 38,063 14,744 41,448 14,046 31,037 11,120 30,689 8,773


COLLEGE EDUCATED OVER 25 2017 0.261 0.155 0.129 0.105 0.146 0.107 0.121 0.094 0.125 0.079


MEDIAN RENT 2017 993 354 824 214 869 247 733 178 722 132


NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 2017 1,985 941 1,647 701 1,663 774 1,630 710 1,458 648


GINI COEFFICIENT 2017 0.433 0.068 0.437 0.062 0.433 0.061 0.468 0.069 0.461 0.065


OWNERSHIP COST 2017 18.026 3.619 19.369 4.440 19.206 4.550 18.739 5.144 18.634 5.674


OWNER OCCUPIED 2017 0.587 0.203 0.478 0.177 0.475 0.178 0.388 0.179 0.345 0.181


BLACK % 2010 0.134 0.193 0.278 0.306 0.227 0.280 0.340 0.333 0.380 0.350


ASIAN % 2010 0.041 0.073 0.031 0.066 0.033 0.064 0.023 0.057 0.028 0.072


HISPANIC % 2010 0.149 0.199 0.206 0.247 0.233 0.263 0.141 0.200 0.145 0.195


NON_HISPANIC WHITE 2010 0.652 0.255 0.467 0.304 0.486 0.305 0.474 0.320 0.427 0.307


CHANGE MEDIAN HOME VALUE -0.003 0.190 -0.053 0.333 0.150 0.314 -0.043 0.299 0.268 0.489


CHANGE MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 0.027 0.187 0.022 0.194 0.166 0.183 0.032 0.236 0.258 0.309


CHANGE COLLEGE EDUCATED -0.195 0.270 -0.164 0.521 0.152 0.542 -0.162 0.550 0.314 1.580


CHANGE RENT 0.051 0.188 0.027 0.160 0.059 0.137 0.027 0.158 0.094 0.269


CHANGE UNITS 0.029 0.104 0.005 0.112 0.005 0.081 0.007 0.095 -0.007 0.074


CHANGE GINI 0.010 0.055 0.011 0.062 0.010 0.061 0.010 0.067 -0.005 0.071


CHANGE COSTS -2.440 3.729 -2.886 4.975 -4.064 5.344 -2.961 5.524 -3.249 6.395


CHANGE OWNER OCCUPANCY 0.031 0.300 0.125 0.294 0.153 0.287 0.188 0.305 0.259 0.319


NUMBER OF TRACTS N=9144 N=4697 N=391 N=2211 N=119


A-7 Descriptive statistics for all other cities, with lower intensity of gentrification by census tract 
classification. (Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008-2012 and 2013-2017 Census ACS)
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		1. The proposed Project and its environmentally superior alternative.

		2. WOEIP advocates for a structured, phased environmental review process to happen alongside the long-term buildout of the proposed Project.

		3. The proposed Project will have several, serious significant unavoidable impacts on the environment as proposed.

		4. Absent a finding of infeasibility, CEQA requires that the City approve the environmentally superior feasible Alternative 4, the Reduced Project Alternative.

		5. A statement of overriding considerations is inappropriate when a feasible environmentally superior alternative is available.

		6. The City should select Alternative 4 because The Reduced Project Alternative is less likely to result in gentrification and urban displacement in West Oakland.









 
 

 

April 27, 2021 

 

By Electronic Mail 

 

Mr. Peterson Vollmann 

Planner IV 

City of Oakland 

Planning & Building Department 

pvollmann@oaklandca.gov 

 

RE:  West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project’s Public Comment on the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Oakland Waterfront Ballpark 

District Project 

 

Dear Mr. Vollman: 

 

This law firm represents the interests of the West Oakland Environmental Indicators 

Project (WOEIP), a resident-led, community-based environmental justice organization dedicated 

to achieving healthy homes, healthy jobs, and healthy neighborhoods for all who live, work, 

learn, and play in West Oakland, California. As you are no doubt aware, in 2017, the State of 

California passed AB617, groundbreaking legislation that called for community-informed 

solutions to poor air quality in the state’s most impacted communities. Since its inception, 

WOEIP has overseen the multi-stakeholder steering committee responsible for developing and 

implementing AB617’s West Oakland Community Action Plan, known as Owning Our Air. 

WOEIP is working with a team of technical advisors to evaluate the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (Draft EIR) for the Oakland Athletics Investment Group, LLC’s proposal to develop a 

new Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District (the Project). This public comment joins those other 

technical comments. This public comment, however, will focus on the California Environmental 

Impact Reports legal requirements, principally in the appropriateness of approving a project with 

unavoidable significant impacts on the environment when feasible environmentally superior 

alternatives are available.   

The Oakland A’s proposed development of Oakland Waterfront Ballpark District  

represents one of the largest investments ever in West Oakland. WOEIP remains neutral about 

the Project but sincerely hopes the City will work with citizens to mitigate or avoid impacts to 

the environment stemming from the Project as requested in WOEIP’s technical comments and 

according to the plain rules of CEQA as explained in this legal analysis.  

JESSICA L. BLOME 
2550 Ninth Street, Suite 204B 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
Phone: (510) 900-9502 

Email: jblome@greenfirelaw.com 

www.greenfirelaw.com 
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1. The proposed Project and its environmentally superior alternative. 

The proposed Project location is the Charles P. Howard Terminal and certain adjacent 

properties located within the Seaport Area of the Port of Oakland, which includes the waterfront 

area generally bounded by the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (Bay Bridge) to the northwest, 

I-880 to the east and northeast, and Howard Terminal on its easternmost extension, for a total of 

55 acres. (Draft EIR, Chap. 3, p. 3-3; see also Id. at Figure 3-2, p. 3-4.) The proposed Project 

would construct the following, among other features, in two phases: a new waterfront Major 

League Baseball park; a performance venue; a mixed-use development with up to 3,000 

residential units, up to 1.5 million square feet of office space, and up to 270,000 square feet of 

retail; and up to 280,000 square feet of hotel space, including up to 400 rooms. (Id. at Chap. 2, p. 

2-1—2-2.) Phase 1 of the development is projected to take two years of construction and 

includes the ballpark, 540 residential units, 250,000 square feet of commercial office space, 

30,000 square feet of retail space, and the hotel. Phase 2, referred to as the “Buildout,” is 

projected to take an additional six years. (Id. at p. 3-3.) 

To comply with CEQA’s requirement to evaluate the feasibility of alternatives to the 

proposed Project, the Draft EIR evaluated an “environmentally superior” “Alternative 4, The 

Reduced Project Alternative.” (See generally Draft EIR, Chap. 6.) In selecting alternatives, the 
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City of Oakland considered the Project objectives (See Id. at Chap. 3, see also Id. at Chap. 6 § 

6.1.1, p. 6-2.), significant impacts to the environmental, and the feasibility of the alternatives 

“based on factors in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1).” (Id. at p. 6-1.) Alternative 4, The 

Reduced Project Alternative, would include site preparation and phased construction of a new 

ballpark and other uses; however, commercial and residential development would be at lower 

densities than with the proposed Project. With Alternative 4, only the ballpark and hotel(s) would 

be taller than 100 feet, and both the amount of construction and the intensity of operational use 

of the site would be significantly less than with the proposed Project. (Id. at p. 6-34.) Indeed, 

according to Table 6-3, Alternative 4 eliminates two-thirds of housing and commercial 

development in order to achieve substantial reductions in significant environmental impacts. (Id. 

at Table 6-3, p. 6-35.) Table 6-3 is provided herein for ease of reference. 

2. WOEIP advocates for a structured, phased environmental review process to happen 

alongside the long-term buildout of the proposed Project. 

At the outset, WOEIP is concerned about the City’s plan to construct the proposed 

Project in two phases. The “Buildout” phase of the Project should be subject to its own 

environmental review process closer-in-time to actual construction. Structuring the 

environmental review process over a period of years would give project proponents opportunity 

to evaluate and adopt the most aggressive, technologically advanced mitigation measures 

possible. If the City insists on going forward with the programmatic approach reflected in the 

Draft EIR, the City should include a process for evaluating significant individual project impacts 

as the buildout occurs. Without such consideration, the public will be shut out of future 

environmental policy decisions, which will no doubt happen behind closed doors over the years-

long buildout of this massive project. By way of example, the City approved the Gateway 

Logistics Center at the Port and Oakland Army Base in 2002 after evaluating the massive, 

multiple-contingency project in a single EIR. Now, after twenty years of construction, the public 

has no role in review or oversight of any project considered by the 2002 EIR, including GoPort, 

a $350 million transportation project. Without 2021 mitigation technology, the GoPort project is 

obviously deficient and under-protective of air quality, land use, sea level rise, and traffic 

congestion management. The City should consider this example when evaluating the 

environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and its nearly ten-year-long construction 

timeline. 

3. The proposed Project will have several, serious significant unavoidable impacts on 

the environment as proposed. 

The Draft EIR finds that the proposed Project will result in significant and unavoidable 

impacts to the environment, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures, in the 

following areas of concern to WOEIP: 

• Air Quality: 

– Project-level and cumulative conditions could result in or contribute to construction-

related criteria pollutant emissions in excess of the City’s thresholds. (Impact AIR-1 and 

Impact AIR-1.CU) 
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– Under Project-level and cumulative conditions, operation of the Project (and combined 

overlapping construction and operation) would result in average daily emissions of 

criteria pollutants in excess of the City’s thresholds. (Impact AIR-2 and Impact AIR-

CU) 

– The Project, combined with cumulative development, would also contribute to 

cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. (Impact AIR-2.CU) 

• Noise and Vibration: 

– Project construction could result in or contribute to substantial temporary or periodic 

increases in ambient noise levels above existing levels or in excess of standards 

established in the general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other 

agencies. (Impact NOI-1 and Impact NOI-1.CU) 

– Project construction could result in or contribute to groundborne vibration exceeding the 

criteria established by the Federal Transit Administration. (Impact NOI-2) 

– The Project would result in increases in ambient noise in excess of the City’s threshold 

and in violation of the Noise Ordinance as a result of noise from concert events, 

increased roadway traffic noise at full Buildout, and noise from crowds leaving the 

proposed ballpark. (Impact NOI-3 and Impact NOI-2.CU) 

• Consistency with Transportation Plans: Project traffic would increase 

congestion on regional roadways included in the Alameda County Congestion Management Plan, 

exceeding Alameda County’s standard on two roadway segments (Impact TRANS-6) and 

contributing to exceedances at six segments (Impact TRANS-6.CU). 

(Draft EIR, Chap. 2, p. 2-5—2-6, Table 2-1, p. 2-9.)  

4. Absent a finding of infeasibility, CEQA requires that the City approve the 

environmentally superior feasible Alternative 4, the Reduced Project Alternative. 

The Draft EIR admits that the proposed Project will result in significant environmental 

impacts that cannot be avoided or substantially lessened with mitigation. As a result, the City of 

Oakland cannot approve the proposed Project unless it finds environmentally superior 

alternatives “infeasible.” (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21091(a)(3), 21081(a)(1)-(3); 14 Cal. Code Regs, § 

15091(a)(3); see also Flanders Found. v. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea (2012) 202 CA4th 603, 

620.) This requirement originates in Public Resources Code, section 21002, which states: 

[I]t is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as 

proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 

available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects 

of the projects. . . . The Legislature further finds and declares that in the event 

specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible such project 

alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in 

spite of one or more significant effects thereof.  
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In other words, absent a finding of infeasibility, the City’s selection of the proposed 

Project is indefensible under CEQA.  

CEQA defines “feasible” as capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within 

a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological, 

and legal factors. (Pub. Res. Code, § 210-61.1; 14 Cal. Code Regs, § 15364.) A project is 

infeasible if it is inconsistent with agency goals or policies or fails to meet project objectives. 

(See City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 CA3d 401 (alternatives did not align with 

City’s growth management program so were infeasible); see also Los Angeles Conservancy v. 

City of W. Hollywood (2017) 18 CA5th 1031, 1042 (alternative was inconsistent with project 

objections that were based on city policies for development of site). According to the Draft EIR, 

“Because the overarching purpose of the proposed Project is to construct a new major league 

ballpark, no alternatives were selected for analysis that would not achieve this purpose, except 

for the No Project Alternative.” (Draft EIR, Chap. 6, p. 6-2 (emphasis added).  

To be sure, the Draft EIR identified Alternative 4, The Reduced Project Alternative, as 

the “second most environmentally superior alternative [after the No Project Alternative] because 

it would reduce the significant and unavoidable air quality impacts of the proposed Project and 

all other build alternatives.” (Id. at Chap. 2, § 2.3.1, p. 2-7.) Specifically, “operational-related 

criteria pollutant emissions under the Reduced Project Alternative would be less than the 

significance thresholds.” (Id. at Chap. 6, § 6.5, p. 6-60.) This statement is a stunning admission, 

given the unavoidable impacts identified in Impact Air-2, include: 

– Under Project-level and cumulative conditions, operation of the Project (and combined 

overlapping construction and operation) would result in average daily emissions of 

criteria pollutants in excess of the City’s thresholds. (Impact AIR-2 and Impact AIR-

CU) 

– The Project, combined with cumulative development, would also contribute to 

cumulative health risk impacts on sensitive receptors. (Impact AIR-2.CU) 

The City of Oakland is not the first lead agency to identify a feasible environmentally 

superior alternative. Lead agencies have attempted to approve projects over feasible 

environmentally superior alternatives in the past. In Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mt. 

Shasta, the court overturned a lead agency’s approval of a project because it failed to consider 

the feasibility of alternatives when adopting an alternative would have provided the only means 

by which to reduce or avoid a project’s significant effects on wetlands. (Citizens for Quality 

Growth v. City of Mt. Shasta (1988) CA3d 433.) Similarly, in Resource Defense Fund v. 

LAFCO, the court held that a lead agency’s approval of a project without finding an 

environmentally superior alternative infeasible constituted prejudicial error. (Resource Defense 

Fund v. LAFCO (1987) 191 CA3d 886; see also Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose 

(2006) 141 CA4th 1336; San Bernardino Valley Audobon Soc’y v. County of San Bernardino 

(1984) 155 CA3d 738; Atherton v. Board of Supervisors (1983) 146 CA3d 346.) 

From an environmental policy perspective, it is impossible to justify a project that would 

result in the long-term increase in average daily emissions of criteria pollutants in excess of the 

City’s thresholds and contribute cumulative health impacts to sensitive populations. (See Draft 
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EIR, Chap. 6, Table 6-5, p. 6-52-56.) That is why CEQA prohibits the City from adopting the 

Project as proposed when the environmentally superior Alternative 4 is feasible and would result 

in lessened or avoided significant environmental impacts to air quality. WOEIP urges the City to 

select Alternative 4. 

5. A statement of overriding considerations is inappropriate when a feasible 

environmentally superior alternative is available. 

An environmental impact report (EIR) is an informational document whose purpose is to 

inform the public and decision makers of the environmental consequences of agency decisions 

before they are made. Beyond this informational purpose, an EIR can lead to affirmative legal 

obligations for agencies: they are required to mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the 

environment identified in an EIR whenever it is feasible to do so if they approve projects that 

have significant effects. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21002.1(b).) Agencies are permitted to approve 

projects with significant environmental impacts, even if there are no feasible mitigation 

measures, if they find that overriding considerations justify the approval. Those considerations 

must be set forth in a statement of overriding considerations and supported by substantial 

evidence. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21081; Cal. Code Regs, § 15093.) A statement of overriding 

considerations is a written statement specifying that because of the project’s overriding benefits, 

the agency is approving the project despite its environmental harm. The statement must set forth 

the reasons for the approval based on the final EIR or information in the record. (14 Cal. Code 

Regs, § 15093(b); see also 14 Cal. Cod Regs, § 15043.) 

The Draft EIR does not include a statement of overriding considerations justifying the 

selection of the Project, which alone renders a City decision approving the Project vulnerable to 

appeal. (Woodward Park Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. City of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 

722 (invalidating a statement of overriding considerations for its informational defects and 

because it was not made available to the public for review and comment).)  

In addition to this informational defect, a statement of overriding considerations is 

inappropriate when the approval of the Project is indefensible due to the availability of an 

environmentally superior alternative that would avoid or lessen the significant and unavoidable 

impacts resulting from the Project as proposed. Indeed, “CEQA does not authorize an agency to 

proceed with a project that will have significant, unmitigated effects on the environment, based 

simply on a weighing of those effects against the project's benefits, unless the measures 

necessary to mitigate those effects are truly infeasible.” (City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of 

California State University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 368-369.) Such a rule, “even were it not 

wholly inconsistent with the relevant statute (Pub. Res. Code, § 21081(b)), would tend to 

displace the fundamental obligation of ‘[e]ach public agency [to] mitigate or avoid the 

significant effects on the environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is 

feasible to do so’ (id., § 21002.1(b)).” (Id.) 

6. The City should select Alternative 4 because The Reduced Project Alternative is less 

likely to result in gentrification and urban displacement in West Oakland. 

According to the Urban Displacement Project, a research and action initiative of UC 

Berkeley, gentrification is “a process of neighborhood change that includes economic change in 
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a historically disinvested neighborhood—by means of real estate investment and new higher-

income residents moving in—as well as demographic change, not only in terms of income level, 

but also in terms of changes in the education level or racial make-up of residents.” (See Urban 

Displacement Project “Gentrification,” available at https://www.urbandisplacement.org/.) While 

increased investment in an area can be positive, gentrification is often associated with 

displacement, which means that in some of these communities, long-term residents are not able 

to stay to benefit from new investments in housing, healthy food access, or transit infrastructure. 

Even for long-time residents who are able to stay in newly gentrifying areas, changes in the 

make-up and character of a neighborhood can lead to a reduced sense of belonging, or feeling 

out of place in one’s own home. The influx of affluent, often white gentrifers to formerly low-

income neighborhoods can be viewed as a form of racial exclusion from urban areas with vibrant 

economies.  

The Bay Area is particularly vulnerable to gentrification resulting urban displacement. As 

of June 2020, nearly one-third of poor neighborhoods in Oakland and San Francisco experienced 

gentrification between 2013 and 2017, the highest rate in the country according to a new national 

study by the National Community Reinvestment Coalition. (See East Bay Times article, dated 

June 2020, provided as Exhibit A.) The study spotlighted the Bay Area’s housing bubble caused 

by high-wage tech workers and expensive housing, which have continued to push out lower-

wage residents who increasingly cannot afford to live in once-affordable neighborhoods like 

West Oakland and Uptown. A copy of the study and its predecessor are provided as Exhibits B 

and C to this letter for inclusion in the administrative record for the proposed Project. 

As explained in the opening paragraphs of this public comment, WOEIP is neutral 

regarding the reasonableness or necessity of the proposed Project in general, but it feels strongly 

that Alternative 4 is the best path forward for West Oakland, a neighborhood under threat from 

gentrification and at high risk of urban displacement. With its reduction in density, Alternative 4 

not only represents the obvious choice from an environmental policy perspective but also gives 

West Oakland residents the best chance of staying in their homes where they can enjoy the 

Oakland A’s investment in West Oakland for generations.  

WOEIP encourages the City to select Alternative 4, the Reduced Project Alternative, 

because it is feasible and because it would result in a reduction in the operational and cumulative 

long-term impacts of air pollution to less than significant levels with mitigation. The diverse, 

sensitive population of West Oakland deserves the City’s utmost protection from environmental 

harm, gentrification, and urban displacement, along with the economic development and 

opportunity that will come to West Oakland because of the Oakland A’s Waterfront Ballpark 

District.  

Sincerely, 

 

           

 

 

Jessica L. Blome 

Greenfire Law, PC 
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A home for sale is seen on Wood Street in West Oakland, Calif., on Tuesday, Aug. 7, 2018. (Jane
Tyska/Bay Area News Group)
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NCRC researchers said its too soon to gauge the impact of opportunity zones on communities.

Mitchell noted that reinvestment will likely be slowed as the economy is hampered by the

coronavirus pandemic.

Nearly one-third of poor neighborhoods in Oakland and San Francisco experienced gentrification

between 2013 and 2017, the highest rate in the country according to a new national study.

San Jose was also among the top 10 cities in the U.S. where families with low median household

incomes were replaced by high wage earners with college degrees, according to a report released

Thursday by the National Community Rein

The study spotlights the Bay Area’s rare bubble — poor communities in other cities across the

country have seen little new investment and gentrification over the last decade, NCRC research

showed. But high-wage tech workers and expensive housing have continued to push lower-wage

neighbors out of West Oakland, Uptown, East Palo Alto and other communities.

The study quantifies what Bay Area residents have seen for years: historically low-income

neighborhoods rapidly changed by new, higher-income residents. “It’s a combination of economic

activity, land use and geography,” said NCRC director of research Jason Richardson. The nonprofit

coalition advocates for private reinvestment in under served communities.

The researchers looked at census data in poor communities from 2012 to 2017 for substantial rises

in median household income, housing prices, and the share of residents with four-year degrees to

find gentrification.

Researchers identified 41 of 131 low- and moderate-income tracts in San Francisco and Oakland that

saw substantial increases in household income, education and home prices. The San Francisco and

Oakland metro are saw 31 percent of its eligible communities gentrify, outpacing Denver (27. 5

percent) and Boston (21 percent) as the most intense changes in the country, according to NCRC.

In San Jose, 13 of 72 tracts — about 18 percent — had large gains in wealth and educational status.

In West Oakland, for example, median household income rose from $80,700 to $86,300 between

2010 and 2017, while the percent of population with four-year degrees rose from one-third to nearly

one-half, according to the study.

The study also considered the possible future effects of federal opportunity zones on low and

moderate-income neighborhoods. The opportunity zones, established in the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs

Act, allow tax breaks for certain investments in distressed communities. The program is designed to

fuel investment in 8,000 urban and rural zones designated as disadvantaged by state governors.

NCRC researchers found nearly 70 percent of the opportunity zones overlap or run adjacent to

communities most likely to experience gentrification. “These are some of the most distressed

neighborhoods in the U.S.,” said report co-author Bruce Mitchell. The investments could bring

opportunities for residents — but studies have shown long-time residents are usually displaced by

the community make-overs. Renters and people of color are most vulnerable.

Critics worry that the investment program may accelerate gentrification in many neighborhoods,

even as properties are redeveloped.
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California Housing Partnership CEO Matt Schwartz said the long-running trend in the Bay Area has

been driven by booming job growth in the tech sector. Other factors, including lack of new

construction and state property tax laws, have driven up housing prices across the region.

In a 2019 report, the partnership found the mounting cost of housing hit households of color

hardest. A 30 percent increase in rents, for example, led to a nearly 30 percent decline in low income

minority residents in Bay Area communities. Existing white residents, however, were likely to stay

put as their neighborhood changed, the study found.

“The impacts were not equal,” Schwartz said.

The runaway housing prices in the Bay Area have pushed basic needs for renters well out of reach in

recent years. An exclusive analysis of Zillow housing data by this news organization last year found

moderate and low-income residents have been slowly priced out of the region since 2012.

Families with a household income of $100,000, about the median income in the Bay Area, could not

afford the typical rent in 7 in 10 zip codes in the region, including all of San Francisco, San Mateo and

Marin counties. For a family earning less than $64,000 — common for two, minimum wage workers

— no Bay Area neighborhoods had an affordable median apartment rent.
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ABOUT NCRC
NCRC and its grassroots member organizations create opportunities for people 

to build wealth. We work with community leaders, policymakers and financial 

institutions to champion fairness in banking, housing and business.

Our members include community reinvestment organizations, community 

development corporations, local and state government agencies, faith-based 

institutions, community organizing and civil rights groups, minority and women-

owned business associations, and social service providers from across the nation.

For more information about NCRC’s work, please contact:

John Taylor

Founder and President

johntaylor@ncrc.org

(202) 688-8866

Jesse Van Tol

Chief Executive Officer

jvantol@ncrc.org

(202) 464-2709

Jason Richardson

Director, Research & Evaluation

jrichardson@ncrc.org  

202-464-2722

Andrew Nachison

Chief Communiations & Marketing Officer

anachison@ncrc.org 

202-524-4880

Cover photo: ©Ted Eytan, http://www.tedeytan.com

www.ncrc.org
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Gentrification is a powerful force for economic change in our cities, but it is often accompanied 

by extreme and unnecessary cultural displacement.1 While gentrification increases the value 

of properties in areas that suffered from prolonged disinvestment, it also results in rising rents, 

home and property values. As these rising costs reduce the supply of affordable housing, 

existing residents, who are often black or Hispanic, are displaced. This prevents them from 

benefiting from the economic growth and greater availability of services that come with increased 

investment. Gentrification presents a challenge to communities2 that are trying to achieve 

economic revitalization without the disruption that comes with displacement.  

This study found that from 2000 through 2013 the following occurred:

• Gentrification and displacement of long-time residents was most intense in the nation’s 

biggest cities, and rare in most other places.

• Gentrification was concentrated in larger cities with vibrant economies, but also appeared 

in smaller cities where it often impacted areas with the most amenities near central 

business districts.

• Displacement of black and Hispanic residents accompanied gentrification in many 

places and impacted at least 135,000 people in our study period. In Washington, D.C., 

20,000 black residents were displaced, and in Portland, Oregon, 13 percent of the black 

community was displaced over the decade.

• Seven cities accounted for nearly half of the gentrification nationally: New York City, Los 

Angeles, Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Baltimore, San Diego and Chicago.

• Washington, D.C., was the most gentrified city by percentage of eligible neighborhoods 

that experienced gentrification; New York City was the most gentrified by sheer volume. 

Neighborhoods were considered to be eligible to gentrify if in 2000 they were in the lower 

40% of home values and family incomes in that metropolitan area.

• The study lends weight to what critics say is a concentration not only of wealth, but of 

wealth-building investment, in just a handful of the nation’s biggest metropolises, while 

other regions of the country languish.

• The strict tests for gentrification and displacement  in this study and the limitations of the 

data available likely undercounted instances of gentrification and displacement.

• Most low- to moderate-income neighborhoods did not gentrify or revitalize during 

the period of our study. They remained impoverished, untouched by investments and 

building booms that occured in major cities, and vulnerable to future gentrification and 

displacement.

1  Cultural displacement results when the tastes, norms, and desires of newcomers supplant and replace those of the incumbent residents, 

and can also entail the loss of historically and culturally significant institutions for a community.

2  In this report we have used the words community, city, and metro area interchangeably.  We have also used the census tract as a proxy for 

neighborhood in many cases and these words should be considered synonymous for our purposes.  

www.ncrc.org
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A major transformation is occurring in the most prosperous American cities. Many of the 

600+ member organizations of the National Community Reinvestment Coalition (NCRC) have 

raised concerns about gentrification, displacement and transformations in their communities. 

We wanted to better understand where gentrification and displacement was occuring, and how 

to measure and monitor it. Does gentrification also mean displacement? Using U.S. census and 

economic data, NCRC found that many major American cities showed signs of gentrification 

and some racialized displacement between 2000 and 2013. Gentrification was centered on 

vibrant downtown business districts, and in about a quarter of the cases it was accompanied 

by racialized displacement. Displacement disproportionately impacted black and Hispanic 

residents who were pushed away before they could benefit from increased property values and 

opportunities in revitalized neighborhoods. This intensified the affordability crisis in the core of 

our largest cities.

Gentrification was most intense in the nation’s biggest coastal cities, yet in medium 

to small cities of the nation’s interior it was rare: Most of the nation’s cities and towns did not 

experience gentrification as measured in this study.

Neighborhoods experience gentrification when an influx of investment and changes 

to the built environment leads to rising home values, family incomes and educational levels 

of residents. Cultural displacement occurs when minority areas see a rapid decline in their 

numbers as affluent, white gentrifiers replace the incumbent residents.

In this study, neighborhoods were considered to be eligible to gentrify if in 2000 they 

were in the lower 40% of home values and family incomes in that metropolitan area. 

Measuring gentrification and displacement is fraught with controversy, since people who 

are impacted by the economic and social transition of their neighborhoods feel the disruption 

of community ties directly. This study measured gentrification and displacement using empirical 

methods and data, which has its own flaws and limitations. First, while the use of U.S. census 

data improves the validity of the study’s findings, it also restricts the population analysis to a time 

period extending from 2000 to 2010, while the social and economic data were gathered under 

the U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) program, covering the period starting in 

2000 and until 2009-2013, a five-year consolidation of the social and economic data. This limits 

our findings to the not-too-distant past. However, neighborhoods with a more recent dynamic of 

gentrification and displacement could not be covered. Second, the use of census tracts, which 

average about 4,000 residents, as a proxy for neighborhoods could disguise neighborhood 

changes taking place at smaller community sizes. As a consequence of these restrictions on 

the time frame and scale of the study, it should not be implied that other neighborhoods have 

not experienced the same effects before, during or since the study period. Instead, the study 

is designed to identify instances of gentrification and displacement that can be measured with 

a high level of confidence, and avoid falsely noting gentrification where none occurred, but it 

cannot capture the full-lived reality of residents in gentrifying neighborhoods. 
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Disinvestment in low- and moderate-income communities results from a long history of 

discrimination in lending, housing and the exclusionary, racialized practice known as redlining3. 

A recent study by the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago directly linked community disinvestment 

with historical redlining practices evident in the Home Owners Loan Corporation (HOLC) 

residential security (“redlining”) maps, completed for all major cities of the U.S. 80 years ago4. 

A 2018 study by NCRC found that three out of four neighborhoods marked “hazardous” by 

HOLC surveyors in the 1930s are still struggling economically, with lower incomes and higher 

proportions of minority residents. The economic outcomes for black and Hispanic families 

residing in disinvested areas are often stunted by lower incomes, fewer businesses and fewer 

opportunities to build wealth. This history set the stage for gentrification and displacement.

 Local advocates and officials should pursue policies that encourage investment 

while promoting the ability of existing residents to stay and benefit from revitalization. In our 

2016 paper, The Community Reinvestment Act: How CRA can promote integration and 

prevent displacement in gentrifying neighborhoods, we identified several ways in which local 

stakeholders can promote revitalization to benefit the broader community, such as partnerships 

between banks and community-based organizations to encourage equitable development; 

limited-equity co-ops and community land trusts; providing existing tenants with the right of 

first refusal in apartment conversions coupled with low-income and first-time buyer financing 

programs; inclusionary zoning regulations; and split tax rates for the incumbent residents of 

gentrifying neighborhoods. Additionally, HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) 

process provides an opportunity for community groups to engage with municipal leadership in 

the planning process. AFFH provides a mechanism for identifying areas that are vulnerable to, 

or may be in the early stages of, gentrification. Community groups can then work to develop 

strategies to avoid displacement of incumbent residents by attracting investment and providing 

affordable housing.

Large and small local banks can also play a role by supporting the development of 

housing and finance options that accommodate the retention of low- and moderate-income 

families in the community, rather than excluding them. Bank regulators should recognize pro-

integrative bank finance as responsive to the needs of the community, crediting banks for these 

efforts in their CRA exams. Strategies like those advanced through HUD’s AFFH rule, promoting 

investment in inclusive and diverse neighborhoods, should be eligible for CRA consideration. It is 

essential that programs promoting the economic prosperity of incumbent residents of gentrifying 

neighborhoods be discussed on the public evaluations released subsequent to a CRA exam 

to document their effectiveness and encourage other banks to apply comparable investment 

strategies in their markets.

3   See NCRC report on HOLC and redlining https://ncrc.org/holc/  

4  https://www.chicagofed.org/publications/working-papers/2017/wp2017-12
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INTRODUCTION
Any discussion of gentrification is likely to elicit a range of responses. A conversation with an 

NCRC member living in an impoverished and high-crime neighborhood in Baltimore, Maryland, 

culminates with a plea: “When can we get some of that (gentrification) in my community?” 

Another NCRC member from Portland, Oregon, experiences gentrification as an erosion of 

community ties, as rents escalate and families are displaced. In Arlington, Virginia, a large 

rental community of 3,000 mostly Hispanic immigrants drawn by a robust Washington, D.C., 

economy is uprooted when the property is sold, bulldozed and replaced by a mix of luxury and 

affordable apartments, which are neither truly affordable nor plentiful for the former tenants5. 

In the rapidly gentrifying Shaw neighborhood of Washington, D.C., the Lincoln Temple United 

Church of Christ, a congregation that had existed since the 1860s and was a landmark of 

the Civil Rights struggle, is forced to dissolve in 2018 as its membership drops to just 20 

congregants6. Gentrification is controversial because it affects people at the neighborhood 

level, it can disrupt the familiar and established ties of a place, creating a disorienting new 

locale. For people displaced as the neighborhood becomes unaffordable, this is more than 

just nostalgia or discomfort with the unfamiliar. Often, they must accept longer commutes 

and a disruption of the support structures provided by their old neighbors and family. In these 

cases, gentrification is understood as the terminal stage of exclusion of minority (usually 

black) residents from affordable housing inside the city. Public policy measures starting with 

“slum clearance” in the 1930s and 1940s then became “urban renewal” (Collins & Shester 

2012; Hyra 2012) and construction of the highway system, which split communities in the 

1950s, 1960s and 1970s (Mohl 2004: Karas 2015), which then became “redevelopment” in 

the 1980s and 1990s. Now, the remnant of these communities face an affordability crisis as 

affluent, usually white gentrifiers with access to credit move in and transform the economic 

and social dynamics of a community.

While community perceptions of gentrification range from hope for better living 

conditions to anxiety and even hostility, research on gentrification is divided on whether 

displacement is an inevitable outcome. Some researchers assert that gentrification attendant 

with displacement is a complex issue and while mobility rates of low-income residents are 

equivalent in gentrifying and non-gentrifying areas, low-income families are unable to afford 

to move in and replace exited families as housing costs escalate (Ding, Hwang, and Divringi, 

2015). Other researchers found that displacement was rare (Ellen and O’Regan, 2011; 

Freeman 2005), while others comment on its prevalence (Newman and Wyly, 2006). This 

divergence of opinion could be because both the scale and type of gentrification vary from 

place to place. The urban form, or patterns of land-use in U.S. cities, differ considerably in 

5  Arna Valley Apartments https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2014/11/10/northern-virginia-diversity-race/18079525/

6  https://www.washingtoncitypaper.com/news/city-desk/article/21023685/after-150-years-lincoln-temple-united-church-of-christ-has-

held-its-last-service
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size and structure, and the process of gentrification can involve neighborhoods in a rapid 

process of change or unfold over decades in larger districts. Additionally, while the residential 

and commercial aspects of a community are interwoven, gentrification of residential and 

commercial areas involve slightly different dynamics (Meltzer 2016). Displacement also may 

take different forms: either racial/ethnic or by class and culture. Finally, Marcuse (1986) argues 

that in many cases displacement due to systematic urban disinvestment, which resulted in the 

abandonment of many downtown neighborhoods, often precedes gentrification. For all of these 

reasons, it is helpful to be clear about the type of gentrification considered, how it is being 

studied and over what period. 

The focus of this report is residential gentrification and racial and ethnic displacement 

throughout urban areas of the U.S. It is a comprehensive national level analysis of gentrification 

and displacement in 935 metropolitan areas. The goal was to determine how widespread 

gentrification was in U.S. urban areas, and then identify neighborhoods where gentrification and 

displacement occurred simultaneously. The first step of this analysis is to find neighborhoods 

with indications of gentrification. Utilizing a methodology developed by Columbia University 

Professor Lance Freeman, the study examines increases in education levels, home values 

and income as the defining criteria of whether gentrification has occurred in a neighborhood 

(2005). We determine which neighborhoods (census tracts) show indications of gentrification 

over the period from 2000-2013. In tracts with indications of gentrification, a second analysis 

is conducted to examine whether racial/ethnic displacement occurred during the same time 

period. The research questions addressed by this study are: 1) How prevalent is gentrification 

and subsequent displacement? 2) Are there regional differences in gentrification and 

displacement? 3) What census variables are associated with gentrification across the nation?

LITERATURE REVIEW
The term “gentrification” was first coined in the 1960s by British sociologist Ruth Glass (1964) 

to describe the displacement of the working-class residents of London neighborhoods by 

middle-class newcomers. From its inception, gentrification has been understood as a form 

of neighborhood change, resulting in the displacement of incumbent residents of one social 

class and culture by another more affluent class, linked with an increase in property values. 

In the case of the United States, the segregated residential structure of American cities 

creates circumstances in which gentrification often occurs along racial lines. In these cases of 

gentrification and racial displacement, affluent white incomers often displace the incumbent 

minority residents. 

Gentrification is a complex form of neighborhood change. At the street level, it is 

visible in the upgrading of the built structure of neighborhoods, as houses are refurbished 

and businesses established (Krase, 2012; Kreager, Lyons and Hays 2011; Papachristos et 

al. 2011). While the most basic understanding of gentrification involves the movement of 
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people and investment to affect neighborhood change, it also involves broader political 

and economic forces. Policy decisions by governments impact both transportation and the 

availability of services and amenities in a community. The interplay between government and 

the public in decisions regarding zoning and the allocation of public resources, coupled with 

decisions by private developers on the investment of capital, deeply influence neighborhood 

desirability (Zuk et al. 2015). The forces driving neighborhood changes, like gentrification, 

also involve an interplay between the movement of people, public policy decisions and the 

availability of capital. Consequently, gentrification is a subject that requires analysis of social, 

political and economic circumstances. 

The economic drivers of neighborhood change involve supply-side dynamics of 

public investments and land value within the context of the wider metropolitan economy. 

While working on his PhD at Johns Hopkins University, the late Neil Smith observed the 

gentrification of Baltimore’s Inner Harbor (1979). This stirred him to establish the drivers that 

lead to gentrification in terms of land rents – the depreciation and physical deterioration of 

older built structures, and the increase in the potential income returns from the land on which 

they were built. When the potential income return from land rents exceeds the perception 

of risk by investors, neighborhoods become likely candidates for redevelopment. While 

economics explain the flows of capital to gentrifying commercial and residential areas, there 

are broader cultural factors that have shifted perspectives on the desirability of an urban 

lifestyle and increased the demand for downtown locations. 

Neighborhood lifestyle preferences have always had a powerful role in establishing 

the desirability of different urban locations. The post-war era saw a shift in both federal policy 

and consumer culture that had enormous impact on urban residential patterns (Cohen 2004). 

Economic conditions of the Depression era and production priorities during World War II 

hindered construction of new housing for over a decade. This contributed to an antiquated 

stock of urban housing, the supply of which was too small to meet demands of a growing 

and increasingly affluent population in the post-war era. The availability of mortgage financing 

through the Housing Act of 1949 sparked a construction boom. Much of the housing was 

built in suburbs, where developers utilizing economies of scale could find large undeveloped 

tracts for massive new developments. This accelerated a reconfiguration of the American 

urban system, as white middle-class residents suburbanized, shifting population and capital 

away from downtown areas (Jackson 1987). Often, this left the downtown areas of cities with 

high proportions of minority and low-income residents, resulting in a reduced revenue base 

and greater demands for city services. This shift in economic prosperity and population away 

from the downtown areas of cities has become widely accepted as a theory of post-war 

urban decline; however, urban development varied greatly across the country and should not 

be taken as the sole explanation of post-war urban development (Beauregard 1993). In the 

present era, the aging housing stock of inner-ring suburbs has become less desirable as the 

demands of commuting and allure of downtown amenities have shifted demand for housing 

closer to the central business district (CBD) of urban areas. 

www.ncrc.org
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The question “who gentrifies?” is contingent on demographics and class. Many 

authors cite the role of young millennials in gentrification (Hwang & Lin 2016; Baum-Snow 

& Hartley 2016; Couture & Handbury 2016; Ding, Hwang & Divringi 2015). Millennials are 

less likely to harbor racial and ethnic animosity than previous generations (Freeman & Cai, 

2015; Owens, 2012; Glaeser & Vigdor, 2012). Many downtown areas of cities have also 

experienced reductions in violent crime over the last two decades, which could make certain 

low-income neighborhoods enticing to newcomers (Ellen, Horn & Reed 2016). Increasing 

work hours and reduction in leisure time has also created a demand to reduce commute 

time and work closer to home (Edlund, Machade, & Sviatchi 2016). Public policy decisions 

also have impact. Several researchers cite the role of the HOPE VI program in the demolition 

of distressed public housing (Goetz 2013; Vale & Gray 2013). Shifts in city level spending 

on mixed-income developments, parks and bike share enhance downtown desirability 

(Buehler and Stowe, 2016; Hyra 2012; Tissot, 2011). Finally, many city leaders have acted 

on the advice of influential urban planners, like Edward Glaeser and Richard Florida, who 

popularized the idea that the amenities of the downtown areas of cities draw Gen-Xer’s and 

Millennials who are part of an affluent “creative class” that revitalizes neighborhoods (Clark, 

2011; Florida, 2014; Glaeser & Shapiro, 2003). A combination of undervalued property and 

changing cultural perceptions about the desirability of urban living increases the demand for 

residences in downtown areas of many U.S. cities.

While gentrification implicitly involves economic transition as a more affluent class 

replaces the incumbent residents, many researchers also note that there are cultural and 

racial dimensions to this form of neighborhood change. Millennial perceptions about race 

have shifted from those of prior generations, so that minority neighborhoods are now seen 

as “cool and edgy” (Hyra 2016), but that does not necessarily mean they remain inviting 

or affordable for the incumbent residents. Several researchers found that neighborhoods 

transitioning to affluence create new social tensions that influence interactions, which can 

often result in micro-level segregation (Chaskin & Joseph, 2015; Tach, 2014; Hyra 2015). 

The new residents might shift the community’s focus of concern and the dynamics of 

political power, including black and white middle-class gentrifiers wielding political influence 

in local initiatives that sometimes oppose the expansion of affordable housing in their new 

neighborhoods (Boyd 2005; Hyra 2008; Pattillo 2007). 

 Despite many studies on the issue a crucial question remains, does gentrification 

also mean displacement? The economics of gentrification explicitly state that neighborhood 

property values increase, decreasing the supply of affordable housing available to lower-

income residents who are then displaced, as the cost of living in the neighborhood increases. 

However, several studies indicate that the mobility rates of low-income people are equivalent 

in gentrifying and more stable low-income neighborhoods (Ding, Hwang & Divringi, 2015; 

Ellen & O’Regan, 2011; Freeman, 2005; Freeman & Braconi, 2004; McKinnish, Walsh & 

White, 2010). Some cite this as evidence that widespread displacement is not occurring. 

However, Hyra (2016) argues that this is an incorrect interpretation that merely shows that 
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low-income rates of mobility are uniformly high across all types of neighborhoods. It’s not that 

displacement is not occurring in gentrifying neighborhoods, but that in general low-income 

people move more often. Additionally, the movement of other low-income residents back 

into gentrifying neighborhoods is constrained by a lack of affordable housing (Ding, Hwang & 

Divringi, 2015). Over time, the neighborhood experiences a net loss of low-income residents 

as housing costs rise, and the neighborhood becomes less and less affordable. This transition 

in the economic status of neighborhoods often occurs along racial lines, as incumbent low-

income black and Hispanic residents move and are replaced by higher-income white gentrifiers. 

Freeman (2005) found a surge in white movement into black neighborhoods since 2000. 

The influx of affluent white gentrifiers to formerly low-income minority neighborhoods 

can be viewed as a form of racial exclusion from urban areas with vibrant economies. There 

has been increased exclusion of incumbent black homeowners from gentrifying neighborhoods, 

driven by racial disparities in access to home lending. Black and Hispanic applicants for 

mortgages in gentrified neighborhoods were 2.32 times and 1.96 times more likely to be denied 

credit than non-Hispanic white applicants between 1993 and 2000 (Wyly & Hammel 2004). 

Neighborhood level disparities in access to mortgage credit access have a long history and 

have been documented in several cities by NCRC (Richardson et al. 2015 & 2016). Rothstein 

(2017) documents the history of redlining going back to the early part of the 20th century. A 

combination of local policies related to zoning, restrictive covenants, prohibition of lending in 

“hazardous” neighborhoods and informal segregationist practices like residential steering and 

social pressure prevented residents of low-income and minority neighborhoods from gaining 

access to credit. This pattern of disinvestment prepared the ground for gentrification and 

displacement in many neighborhoods (Marcuse 1986). Gentrification, which decreases the 

supply of affordable housing, coupled with policies of public housing demolition (Goetz 2013), 

have resulted in the displacement of racial minorities and low-income residents in some cities. 

METHODS
This study sought to quantify variations in displacement in U.S. urban areas by assessing 

changes at the census tract (neighborhood) level using nationwide U.S. census data normalized 

by the longitudinal tract database (LTDB)7. Normalization of the census data is necessary 

because tract boundaries can change over time, leading to inaccuracies. We analyzed LTDB 

data for socioeconomic changes during the period 2000 to 2013 for all 50 U.S. states. 

Population changes were assessed using decennial census data for 2000 and 2010, which was 

normalized by the LTDB. 

Researchers have used several different methods to identify neighborhoods that seem 

to be experiencing gentrification and to then assess rates of residential change. The study 

7  https://s4.ad.brown.edu/projects/diversity/Researcher/Bridging.htm
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adopted a methodology developed by Freeman (2005) and utilized by the Philadelphia Federal 

Reserve (Ding, Hwang & Divringi, 2015) and Governing.com (2015) to locate gentrified areas. 

The method involves assessing the educational level and economic status of residents, and the 

value of properties in the neighborhood at the beginning of the census period, then assessing 

changes in the next U.S. census. This includes several checks: 

• Eligibility determined by tracts in the Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA), which are 

below the 40th percentile in both median household income and median house value. 

In addition, the population must be 500 residents or greater at the beginning of the 

period.

• Possible gentrification is determined by including all eligible tracts and then identifying 

tracts that were in the top 60th percentile for increases in both median home value and 

the percentage of college graduates.

• Determining tract level median household income increases from 2000-2013 when 

adjusted for inflation is the final check.

• Census tracts meeting all of the above listed criteria were then identified as undergoing, 

or having undergone, gentrification. 

 The criteria for gentrification are all indications that the socioeconomic status of the 

residents of the tract shifted. We then reviewed each tract for changes in the population of the 

racial subgroups8. These changes were assessed using two criteria;

1. Did the racial group’s percentage of the population decline by more than two standard 

deviations from the mean of all census tracts?9

2. Did the absolute number of residents from that racial group decline by at least five 

percent?

If the census tract gentrified and met both of these criteria, we identified it as having 

experienced cultural displacement10 (Figure 1). Cultural displacement results when the tastes, 

norms and desires of newcomers supplant and replace those of the incumbent residents (Zukin 

2010). Since this kind of cultural transformation of neighborhoods is difficult to measure directly, 

the decline in minority subpopulation was used as a proxy. Population shifts were examined 

utilizing decennial census 2000 and 2010 population data.

8  Data on the following racial and ethnic subgroups was used; non-Hispanic White, Black, Hispanic and Asian.  Only the decennial Census 

offers a low enough sampling error to be of use, limiting our study to data from the 2000 and 2010 Censuses. 

9  The change in population at the census tract level is normally distributed.

10  Hyra, D., 2015. The back-to-the-city movement: Neighbourhood redevelopment and processes of political and cultural displacement. Ur-

ban Studies, 52(10), pp.1753-1773.
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RESULTS

NATIONAL CHANGES – GENTRIFICATION

Nationally, 90.7 percent, or 67,153 census tracts have a micropolitan or metropolitan 

designation, and are assigned to an urban area. Of these urban tracts, 16.7 percent or 

11,196 tracts met the criteria for being eligible for gentrification in 2000, the beginning of 

the examination period (Figure 2). A total of 1,049 census tracts met all three of the checks 

for gentrification: increases in median home value, educational attainment and increases 

in income between by 2013. This amounts to nine percent of the eligible urban census 

tracts across the U.S. While this seems to indicate that gentrification is rare, the selection 

criteria was stringent and limited to a relatively short period of time.  Gentrification appears 

to be clustered in sections of larger and economically vibrant cities that are close to central 

business districts. Residents are drawn to the neighborhoods by proximity to employers, 

and the clustering of amenities and services associated with an urban lifestyle. Finally, 

displacement was indicated in 232, or 22 percent, of the gentrified tracts.

Figure 1:   Criteria for gentrification and displacement at census tract level using 2000 and 2010 decennial census and 2009-2013 

5-year ACS.

Eligibility 

2000

Displacement

2000-2010

Change 

2000-2013

Population

>500

Median Home Value 

<40th percentile

Median Household Income 

<40th percentile

Increase in Median Home Value 

>60th percentile

Increase in College Educated 

>60th percentile

Increase in Median Household 

income when adjusted for 

inflation

5% decline in population of 

racial/ethnic group

Decline in percentage of the 

population of more than two 

SD from national mean.

Gentrification and Displacement Criteria 

Figure 2:   Number of urban census tracts meeting eligibility, gentrification and displacement criteria nationally. About 9 percent of the 

eligible tracts gentrified, and 17 percent of those also had indications of racial/ethnic displacement.
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11,196 

Displacement

232
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1,049

Neighborhoods with Indications of Gentrification 

and Displacement 2000-2013
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While gentrification impacted a minority of census tracts in U.S. cities, it was quite 

concentrated in the largest urban areas. At the national level, almost a quarter (24 percent) of 

all urban areas, or CBSAs, saw at least one tract gentrify between 2000 and 2013 (Table 1). 

CBSAs are urban areas with a population of at least 10,000 and include small micropolitan 

areas, analogous to towns, and larger metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), or cities. In 13 

percent of towns and cities, only one tract gentrified. More moderate levels of gentrification, 

between two and 10 tracts, occurred in eight percent of towns and cities. Intensive 

gentrification, cases in which more than 10 tracts underwent gentrification between 2000 and 

2013, occurred in three percent of towns and cities nationally.  

Number of Cities with the Number of 

Neighborhoods Gentrifi ed 2000-2013

Number of Tracts Gentrifi ed 
Across All 935 CBSAs

CBSAs  (Cities) 
Percent of all 

CBSAs

No Gentrifi cation 711 76%

Only 1 Tract Gentrifi ed 120 13%

2 to 5 Tracts Gentrifi ed 62 7%

6 to 10 Tracts Gentrifi ed 14 1%

More Than 10 Tracts Gentrifi ed 28 3%

Table 1:   U.S. cities (CBSA) with the number of census tracts gentrified during the period 2000-2013.

We assessed the population sizes of cities in which gentrification was occurring.  

Gentrification was concentrated in the largest urban areas. CBSAs with a population of one 

million or greater contained 79 percent of gentrifying tracts. Cities with populations between 

500,000 and 1 million comprised another seven percent. Cities with populations between 

100,000 and 500,000 contained 10 percent of gentrifying tracts. The smallest cities and 

towns, under a population of 50,000, contained only four percent of the tracts that gentrified 

nationally (Figure 3). The map shows that while coastal cities had the largest amount of tracts 

undergoing gentrification, large cities in the interior like Atlanta, Dallas, Denver, Minneapolis 

and Pittsburgh also underwent extensive gentrification.
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Figure 3:   National distribution of cities with the number of tracts (neighborhoods) undergoing gentrification 2000-2013. 

Cities with the highest rates of gentrification included New York City, Los Angeles, 

Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Baltimore, San Diego and Chicago (Figure 4). These seven 

cities accounted for nearly half of the total gentrification nationally, or 501 tracts out of 

1,049. It is surprising that Baltimore and Philadelphia metro areas are in the top 10 list, with 

the fourth and fifth largest number of gentrified tracts in the study, since these cities are 

not considered among the nation’s most economically dynamic cities. Different patterns of 

gentrification seem to be evident for the three largest cities (New York City, Los Angeles, 

Chicago), compared with the next three largest (Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Baltimore). 
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Table 2:   Cities with high percentages of eligible gentrifying neighborhoods 2000-2013

City
Total

Tracts
Eligible 
Tracts

Gentrifi ed 
Tracts

Gentrifi ed %

Washington D.C.. 1346 154 62 40%

San Diego 627 100 29 29%

New York City 4515 590 144 24%

Albuquerque 202 31 7 23%

Atlanta 946 76 17 22%

Baltimore 679 171 38 22%

Portland 491 93 19 20%

Pittsburgh 711 69 14 20%

Seattle 718 90 18 20%

Philadelphia 1473 332 57 17%

Virginia Beach 414 105 18 17%

San Francisco 975 159 27 17%

Richmond 305 37 6 16%

Honolulu 243 38 6 16%

Minneapolis 771 141 22 16%

Austin 350 72 11 15%

Sacramento 484 80 12 15%

Denver 619 94 14 15%

Jacksonville 258 68 10 15%

Boston 1003 75 11 15%

Los Angeles  2922 512 73 14%

New Orleans 392 85 12 14%

Bridgeport 210 70 8 11%

Tampa Bay Area 740 79 9 11%

St. Louis 620 79 9 11%

Miami 1215 106 12 11%

Oklahoma City 363 65 7 11%

Providence 366 56 6 11%

Cities Listed by the Intensity of 

Gentrifi cation 2000-2013
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NATIONAL CHANGES – DISPLACEMENT

Cultural displacement was examined by calculating the reduction of black and Hispanic 

residents in census tracts. Nationally, 187 of the gentrified tracts showed some level of 

black displacement, and 45 tracts showed Hispanic displacement (Table 3). This impacted 

over 135,000 people nationally. While white residents increased in most tracts, there 

were instances in which the Asian and Hispanic residential population increased in tracts 

experiencing gentrification and black residential population declined. 

Type of Transition Tracts Residents

Reduction in Black Residents 187 -110,935

Reduction in Hispanic Residents 45 -24,374

Numbers of Black and Hispanic Residents 

Displaced Nationally 2000-2013

Table 3:   Demographic transition of tracts with large black and Hispanic residential loss  2000-2010.  

Next, we calculated the average losses in metro areas that experienced gentrification and 

black or Hispanic residential population loss. In the case of black residential displacement, 

the average loss per tract was 593 black residents (Table 4). New Orleans experienced the 

most average loss, 1,075 black residents per tract, largely attributable to massive dislocation 

of neighborhoods caused by the Hurricane Katrina disaster in 2005. Black residential losses 

in Washington, D.C., New York City and Philadelphia were especially acute due to the high 

number of tracts involved and their large displacement numbers. More than 20,000 black 

residents of Washington, D.C., nearly 15,000 in New York City and 12,000 in Philadelphia 

moved out of gentrifying neighborhoods.    
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Metro Tracts
White 
Avg

Black 
Avg

Asian 
Avg

Hispanic 
Avg

Washington D.C. 33 525 -617 71 120

New York City 26 382 -574 96 179

Philadelphia 16 770 -737 102 18

San Francisco-

Oakland
13 279 -517 110 150

Houston 8 -127 -648 14 137

Portland, OR 7 747 -622 -6 -27

Atlanta 7 704 -702 68 5

New Orleans 7 120 -1075 5 56

Baltimore 5 110 -673 22 235

Los Angeles 5 234 -280 260 255

Charlotte 4 411 -621 8 2

Richmond 4 408 -413 36 23

Dallas 4 -52 -701 13 54

Austin 4 500 -523 19 -175

Pittsburgh 3 -140 -935 26 20

Jacksonville 3 185 -704 -10 27

NATIONAL 187 404 -593 62 97

Cities with High Levels 

of Black Displacement

Table 4:    Metro areas in which more than two tracts experienced gentrification and Black population loss during 2000-2010.  

The total number of tracts and average number of residents lost in tracts with displacement is given.

Tracts with indications of Hispanic displacement were much fewer than those with indications 

of black displacement, though the average number of displaced residents per tract was 

similar. In the 45 tracts with indications of Hispanic displacement, the average residential 

decrease was 542. Denver and Austin had the highest average decreases of Hispanic 

residents in gentrifying tracts with 1,054 and 1,039 respectively (Table 5). 
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Metro Tracts
White 
Avg

Black 
Avg

Asian Avg
Hispanic 

Avg

New York City 9 524 60 -4 -500

Los Angeles 8 409 358 -8 -477

Houston 5 893 129 325 -422

Dallas 4 150 -16 -19 -437

Denver 4 672 38 -100 -1054

Austin 3 474 41 1 -1039

San Jose 2 306 2327 61 -181

San Diego 2 201 23 -48 -854

Phoenix 2 204 7 160 -466

Chicago 2 144 14 54 -463

NATIONAL 45 499 206 35 -542

Cities with High Levels of 

Hispanic Displacement

Table 5:    Metro areas in which more than one tract experienced gentrification and Hispanic population loss during 2000-2010.  

The total number of tracts and average number of residents per tract are given.

In order to examine regional differences in black and Hispanic displacement 

from gentrifying tracts, we calculated the percentage of gentrifying tracts and tracts with 

indications of displacement. Cities with the highest levels of black displacement between 

2000 and 2010 were concentrated in the South, with 9 out of 16 cities with high levels of 

black displacement located there (Figure 6). Richmond, Charlottesville, Washington, D.C., 

and New Orleans had the highest percentages of black displacement at the tract level (Figure 

6). While Richmond and Charlottesville had moderate levels of gentrification, at least half of 

the gentrifying tracts in those cities also experienced displacement. 
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Figure 6:   Metro areas with high rates of tract-level black displacement with the number of tracts qualifying as gentrified.

Hispanic displacement occurred in fewer cities than black displacement, and affected 

45 census tracts nationally. The city with the largest number of tracts impacted was New 

York City, where nine tracts had losses indicative of Hispanic displacement. Aside from New 

York City, Hispanic displacement was most intense in the West, with Denver, Austin, Houston 

and Dallas having the highest percentages followed by Los Angeles (Figure 7). However, 

the number of affected tracts were small: five in Denver; four in Austin, Dallas and Houston; 

and eight in Los Angeles. This difference in the rate of Hispanic and black displacement 

might be attributed to the high rate of suburbanization for the Hispanic population of those 

cities, since nationally, 45 percent of Hispanic residents live in areas outside the downtown 

core. Suburbanization rates of black residents are lower at 39 percent (Massey & Tannen, 

2018). The levels of segregation from non-Hispanic whites also diverge widely for the two 

demographic groups. The most common indicator of segregation is the dissimilarity index, 
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which measures the evenness of the distribution of residents between two groups. At the 

national level, this index is much higher for white non-Hispanic and black residential areas 

at .60, than it is for white non-Hispanic and Hispanic residential areas at .40. The Hispanic 

population also increased quite rapidly over the study period, increasing from 12.5 percent 

of the population in 2000 to 16.3 percent in 2010. The black percentage of the population 

increased less, from 12.9 percent in 2000 to 13.6 percent in 2010. The lower levels of 

demographic displacement of Hispanic residents could be attributable to a combination 

of population growth, lower segregation relative to non-Hispanic whites and/or decreased 

frequency of gentrification in Hispanic-majority neighborhoods, which are more likely to be 

located in suburbs than black-majority tracts.

Figure 7:   Gentrification and Hispanic displacement nationally, in which more than 2 tracts gentrified between 2000-2013.
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Figure 8:   Number of tracts with indications of black and Hispanic displacement from 2000-2013. Hispanic displacement is concentrated 

in the West and black displacement in the East and Midwest.

Critics of gentrification sometimes argue that long-term disinvestment and 

depopulation of neighborhoods established the economic and social conditions for later 

cultural displacement (Marcuse 1986). In order to test this, we examined cities with a 

high number of tracts with black displacement for long-term demographic shifts between 

1990 and 2010 (Table 6). The 20-year study period was chosen to capture the impact of 

demographic changes unfolding over a longer time frame than gentrification, especially in 

instances where displacement actually preceded gentrification. In most cases, a pattern of 

decreasing percentages of black, and increasing percentages of white, residents occurred in 

gentrifying tracts. This tract-level pattern of black decreases and white increases in residents 

was especially prevalent in Washington, D.C., San Francisco-Oakland, Atlanta, New Orleans 

and Richmond. Many tracts also showed that there was long-term population loss, indicating 

abandonment of the area or reduced residential density before or during a demographic 

transition. This trend was apparent in Baltimore, but especially severe in New Orleans, 

Cities with High Levels of Black and  

Hispanic Displacement 2000-2013
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where the Hurricane Katrina catastrophe forced widespread neighborhood abandonment. 

Philadelphia and Washington, D.C., had much lower levels of population loss in gentrifying 

tracts. The cities of Dallas, Richmond, New York City, and especially Atlanta and San 

Francisco, had high rates of population growth. 

Table 6:    Tracts with indications of black displacement and percentages of overall population loss, then the percentages of black and 

white residential change across  gentrified tracts in the city.

There were also notable declines in the Hispanic population and increases in white 

population in many cities between 1990 and 2010. The exceptions to this were in Los 

Angeles and San Diego (Table 7), where both white and Hispanic populations declined in 

gentrifying neighborhoods. Linkages between tract-level population loss and demographic 

change were evident in Denver, Dallas, San Diego and Chicago. Areas of Hispanic 

displacement in Denver, Houston, Austin and Dallas are shown in figures 8 a-d. All of these 

cities also contained tracts experiencing black displacement.

Black Displacement and Population 

Change in Neighborhoods

City
Tracts With Black 

Displacement
Overall Population 
Change 1990-2010

White Population 
Change 1990-2010

Black Population 
Change 1990-2010

Washington DC 33 -4% 21% -32%

New York City 26 5% 7% -18%

Philadelphia 16 -10% 19% -23%

San Francisco-

Oakland
13 21% 13% -27%

New Orleans 7 -75% 12% -17%

Atlanta 7 17% 29% -38%

Baltimore 5 -52% -8% -2%

Richmond 4 10% 30% -45%

Charlotte 4 9% 0% -72%

www.ncrc.org

 

AR 0011040



27

NCRC 

RESEARCH
Shifting neighborhoods: Gentrification and cultural displacement in American cities

Table 7:     Tracts with indications of Hispanic displacement and percentages of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white residential change 

across all gentrified tracts in the city.

Hispanic Displacement and Population 

Change in Neighborhoods

CBSA
Tracts With 
Hispanic 

Displacement

Overall Population 
Change 1990-2010

White Population 
Change 1990-2010

Black Population 
Change 1990-2010

New York City 9 21% 9% -14%

Los Angeles 8 16% -5% -12%

Houston 4 12% 25% -30%

Denver 5 -3% 17% -17%

Dallas 4 -6% 20% -19%

Austin 4 11% 16% -17%

San Diego 2 -17% -4% -12%

San Jose 2 16% 1% -22%

Phoenix 2 65% 11% -21%

Chicago 2 -17% 0% -10%
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DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
Past studies of gentrification and displacement have measured neighborhood change by 

assessing the rates of mobility of incumbent low-income residents in gentrifying areas. 

Generally, the results showed high but comparable rates of mobility for low-income residents 

in gentrifying and non-gentrifying tracts, but with low rates of low- income replacement in 

gentrifying tracts. Consequently, that method of analysis did not directly measure racial/

ethnic displacement. This study used a different approach, examining shifts in the racial/

ethnic composition of tracts in 2000 and 2010 in order to determine where gentrification and 

demographic changes were indicative of displacement. National rates of gentrification are low 

in towns and smaller cities, with 76 percent of urban areas not experiencing any gentrification 

under our criteria. This may be a conservative estimate due to the requirement of an absolute 

increase in household income. Another 13 percent experienced gentrification in only one 

neighborhood, while 8 percent of U.S. cities experienced moderate gentrification. However, 

the largest population centers experienced intensive gentrification with 3 percent of cities 

showing indications of gentrification in 10 or more tracts, and 79 percent of gentrifying tracts 

being within cities with one million or more residents. Though gentrification may be relatively 

rare at the national level, it can be intensive in the largest cities with dynamic economies. 

Coastal cities experienced the highest rates of gentrification, with seven out of the top 10 

cities in total tracts gentrified being located on the East or West coast.

 The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 created 8,000 Opportunity Zones throughout the 

country to lure investment to struggling neighborhoods. Although those Opportunity Zones 

were not defined when this study began, preliminary analysis indicates that 70% of gentrified 

neighborhoods are within or adjacent to an Opportunity Zone. However, most Opportunity 

Zones do not appear to have been gentrified during the study period.

 Some questions to investigate in the future: Will Opportunity Zone investments 

concentrate mainly in booming areas, and skip many others, as we found for gentrification. 

Will investments flow primarily into Opportunity Zones that are already gentrified, or adjacent 

to gentrified neighborhoods?

 This study indicates that minority displacement is indeed occurring in many cities, 

where it is often concentrated in areas near the central business district. Displacement of 

minority groups was high in gentrifying tracts, with 22 percent having indications of high 

levels of either black or Hispanic residential loss. While larger cities experienced higher 

levels of gentrification, displacement also seemed to correspond with regional location. 

Southern cities experienced greater intensity of black displacement, while western cities 

experienced greater intensity of Hispanic displacement. Additionally, Washington, D.C., 

and Philadelphia were notable for their high levels of black displacement, while Denver and 

Austin had high levels of Hispanic displacement. These results indicate that gentrification is 
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often accompanied by high levels of cultural displacement. Since the displacement portion 

of this study was limited to the decades before 2010, it is difficult to assess the proportion 

of minority neighborhoods which have indications of displacement that will lead to racial and 

ethnic integration, or resegregate and become white majority areas over time. It is essential 

to examine the economic and demographic changes which result from gentrification for their 

impact on equity at the neighborhood level.     
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 COVID-19 exposed deep economic and social fault lines nationwide, with profound 

implications for how we attract investment to our poorest communities and the impact that 

investment has on low- and moderate-income (LMI) and minority populations. 

 The pandemic also made clear what was already going on before it: While a small 

number of cities were booming, most were not. NCRC’s 2019 report on gentrification 

and cultural displacement identified a small group of boomtowns that experienced large 

scale gentrification and notable displacement of longtime minority communities. But they 

were rare. Most cities and towns were struggling. Their problem was stagnation and 

disinvestment, not gentrification or displacement. Most LMI communities in most places 

remained mired in poverty and lacked critical investment.

Widespread protests in 2020 against systemic racism and police brutality erupted in a nation 

that was already suffering not only from a pandemic but also from the brutality of chronic 

poverty and economic distress. 

COVID-19 struck a nation that was already mostly struggling. Recovery in most places 

will be even more challenging than in those where investment was already concentrated. 

Unless we act now. 

 In this follow-up report, covering data from 2012 through 2017, NCRC once again 

found that gentrification and displacement was highly concentrated, and that most low-

income neighborhoods, and the vast majority of cities, continued to deal with a chronic lack 

of investment. 

 San Francisco, California, took the title of most intensely gentrified city in America 

during 2013-2017, followed by Denver, Colorado, and Boston, Massachusetts. They had 

the largest share of their vulnerable neighborhoods that gentrified during that time period. 

Washington, D.C., ranked No. 1 in the 2019 report, dropped to No. 13. Gentrification and 

displacement continued there, but it surged elsewhere.

 For this report, we also took a closer look at Opportunity Zones. Since their debut 

in 2018, Opportunity Zones raised fears that they might exacerbate gentrification and the 

displacement of LMI and minority communities. The role that Opportunity Zones will play in 

neighborhood development, gentrification and displacement is not well understood, and no 

real data is yet collected on investments in the Opportunity Funds that drive this process.

 For the most part, OZs were indeed the places in the most dire need of investment. 

Economic inequality was higher, home values and incomes lower and fewer families 

owned their homes than in any other part of the city. Despite the fact that 69% of gentrified 
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neighborhoods were either in or adjacent to an OZ, the majority of Opportunity Zones 

were in fact those places that needed the most help. In the 921 cities that saw very little 

gentrification in this report, all LMI neighborhoods were struggling, but the Opportunity 

Zones were usually the worst off.

 There was a stark racial divide in these communities as well, with gentrifying 

neighborhoods overwhelmingly populated by people of color. The average minority 

population of the neighborhoods included in this study was 50%, but that figure rose 

to 77% in areas we determined to have gentrified. Homeownership in both gentrifying 

neighborhoods and OZs was significantly lower than in the rest of these cities as well. Often, 

the people who lived there, overwhelmingly people of color, were not benefiting from the 

investment that flowed there. As the Philadelphia Federal Reserve found, renters are more 

vulnerable to displacement as their communities gentrify, and unlike owners, they reap none 

of the rewards that rising home prices and rents can bestow.

 NCRC once again found that gentrification remains a significant threat to minority 

and LMI families in some of the largest and most prosperous parts of the country. These 

cities are home to over 14% of all Americans. In these cities, Opportunity Zones overlap 

gentrification to a high degree.

 Throughout the rest of the country the narrative changes a great deal, with 

disinvestment more common throughout nearly all LMI neighborhoods. High levels of 

inequality as well as low home values and incomes prevented many families from building 

wealth at all. Here Opportunity Zones highlighted the neighborhoods that have the greatest 

need.

 This study reinforces the need for the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA), and its 

modernization and expansion to adapt to the realities of today’s mortgage market. CRA 

is important for driving investment to lower-income communities and families, a fact that 

persists despite the appearance of substantial gentrification in some of the largest cities 

we looked at. Chronic disinvestment in lower-income communities will undoubtedly be 

exacerbated by the COVID-19 crisis. In those communities where gentrification existed, 

the ability for residents to resist displacement will be harder, and in most of the country it 

will become even harder to attract investment at all. The data underscores the need for a 

more equitable system and policies that help more communities attract investment without 

displacing the families that live there.
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INTRODUCTION
The 2017 “Tax Cuts and Jobs Act’’ created a new mechanism which allows 

investments in distressed neighborhoods to be sheltered from tax liabilities. Opportunity 

Zones (OZs) were supposed to be economically distressed communities where investment 

in businesses are given preferential tax treatment. By the end of 2018, 8,764 census tracts, 

neighborhoods in rural and urban areas with indications of economic distress, were nominated 

by governors and designated as Opportunity Zones by the Secretary of the U.S. Treasury.1 

OZs are controversial. Critics of OZs have voiced concern that they will fuel “gentrification on 

steroids’’ in urban areas,2 accelerate displacement3 and intensify rather than solve the problem 

of a lack of affordable housing in many cities.4 Proponents of the law argued that OZs would 

provide extensive tax benefits to industry and create the circumstances for industries to remain 

in or relocate to low-income areas, providing employment and other opportunities to low-

income residents. However, if the investments in OZs do not benefit low-income residents, 

they simply become the equivalent of “mini tax havens for the rich” transplanted to low-income 

neighborhoods.5 

In this report, we looked at newly gentrifying neighborhoods in the 2013-2017 time-

period. We also compared them with OZs. Our analysis focused on OZs located in urban 

areas and their correspondence with the neighborhoods in towns and cities where there 

were indications of gentrification. We examined urban areas because a majority of the U.S. 

population lives in cities and towns of over 10,000 residents, and also because gentrification 

is an issue that impacts urban areas.6 A spatial overlay of the newly announced OZs with 

gentrifying areas allowed us to compare economic and social conditions within them and also 

with other urban neighborhoods. The period following the conclusion of the Great Recession 

to about 2012 has been one of ongoing but uneven economic recovery for urban areas.7 

We assessed an uneven pattern of gentrification in urban areas since 2012. Our analysis 

answered questions about where neighborhoods with recent indications of gentrification are 

located, whether these gentrifying neighborhoods are close to OZs and how OZs differ from 

other urban neighborhoods in their socioeconomic status and demographics.

We identified 954 neighborhoods with indications of gentrification in the period 

2013-2017. These were concentrated in 20 “intensely gentrifying” metro areas, where a 

1 https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/opportunity-zones-frequently-asked-questions

2 https://kinder.rice.edu/urbanedge/2019/02/20/opportunity-zones-gentrification-steroids

3 https://itep.org/how-opportunity-zones-benefit-investors-and-promote-displacement/

4 https://www.enterprisecommunity.org/download?fid=11643&nid=8725

5 https://talkpoverty.org/2018/12/13/tax-break-low-income-opportunity-rich

6 As of 2017, the U.S. Census Bureau estimated that 85.87 percent of U.S. residents live in an MSA. https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/

tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk

7 https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2018/01/22/uneven-growth/
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high percentage of low-income and low home value neighborhoods that were eligible for 

gentrification in 2008-2012 showed indications of gentrification. In each of these cities, at 

least 10 neighborhoods gentrified during the 2013-2017 period. Nationally, half of all of the 

gentrifying neighborhoods were in these 20 cities. The top cities for intensity of gentrification 

during the period are San Francisco-Oakland, Denver, Boston, Miami and New Orleans. 

This list changed from the one in our previous report, which covered the period 2000-2012. 

Previously, Washington, D.C., had indications of the highest intensity of gentrification, but 

dropped to 13th in this new report. All of the top 20 cities in this report were amongst the top 

30 in intensity during the earlier report period, 2000-2012. 

The analysis divided neighborhoods into five categories: neighborhoods that were 

eligible for gentrification but did not gentrify, gentrifying neighborhoods, OZs, gentrifying 

OZs and all “other urban” neighborhoods (primarily middle- to upper-income areas). The 

largest number of neighborhoods are in the other urban neighborhood category, followed 

by neighborhoods eligible to gentrify that did not and then the urban OZs. The number of 

neighborhoods with indications of gentrification was much smaller than the number of urban 

OZs, but there was considerable overlap and adjacency of these two categories. Sixty-

nine percent of gentrifying areas were within or next to an OZ and 179 of the gentrifying 

neighborhoods were also categorized as OZs.  

Despite their degree of overlap, most gentrifying areas had very different economic 

conditions than OZs. Indications of economic prosperity - household income, home value 

and college education - quickly increased in gentrifying areas. Rents rose fastest in gentrifying 

and middle- to upper-income urban neighborhoods, creating housing affordability pressures. 

This contrasted with the OZs, which on average had lower population, higher percentages of 

black residents, lower median home value, lower median household income, lower rates of 

owner occupancy, low college education levels and greater economic inequality. They also 

had the lowest median rent and high levels of business and residential vacancy. In fact, nearly 

84% of the urban OZs overlapped with CRA designated LMI neighborhoods. Usually, OZs 

were among the most distressed neighborhoods in their communities. 

Our findings suggest that concern about the impact of OZs is warranted, but that 

the designation of an area as an OZ, especially in most cities where gentrification is not 

widespread, is usually an indicator of a neighborhood in economic distress with high levels 

of income inequality. However, because of the high degree of adjacency of OZs and urban 

neighborhoods experiencing gentrification, OZs may be especially prone to gentrification as 

they are impacted by the spill-over effects from neighborhoods next to them. The primary 

problem of the newly designated OZs is not so much how they were selected, but whether or 

not they will benefit their residents, and not just wealthy investors seeking to reduce their tax 

liability. While OZs usually represent neighborhoods with great economic need, the Tax Cuts 

and Jobs Act failed to establish sufficient metrics to evaluate the outcome of investments 
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or how they are benefiting the residents of OZs. The minimal restrictions on investment 

types, and the absence of metrics for measuring success makes investments under the law 

vulnerable to exploitation and “gaming,” which favors high returns over social benefits.

METHODS
The present study built on the methods employed in our previous study covering 

neighborhood change and gentrification during 2000-2012.8 While the prior study utilized 

Decennial Census 2000 and 2010 and American Community Survey (ACS) data, which was 

normalized to account for census tract boundary changes, the present study relied on five-

year ACS data collected during the periods 2008-2012 and 2013-2017. Some of the ACS 

data, especially the demographic data, has large margins of error. This is because the data 

is drawn from surveys taken during a five-year period. Consequently, we did not analyze 

displacement by race and ethnicity, a task that requires precise counts of the residents in a 

neighborhood. Instead, the present study focused on socioeconomic data related to income, 

home value and education level to assess neighborhood-level gentrification.

Eligibility 

2012

Gentrified 

2017

Change 

2013-2017

Population

>500

Median Home Value 

<40th percentile

Median Household Income 

<40th percentile

Increase in Median Home Value 

>60th percentile

Increase in College Educated 

>60th percentile

Increase in Median Household 

income 

Comparisons at Metro 

Level (CBSA)

Only Central City 

Neighborhoods 

Considered

Gentrification and Displacement Criteria  

Figure 1: Criteria used to evaluate gentrification at the census tract level

This study directly compared census tracts, hereafter referred to as neighborhoods, 

in the central city portion of urban areas. Neighborhoods were separated into five categories: 

those which were eligible for gentrification, those which were gentrifying, neighborhoods 

designated as OZs, gentrifying OZs and all other urban neighborhoods which were not 

gentrifying nor been designated as an OZ (Table 1). Due to the overlap of the two categories, 

we removed the 179 neighborhoods that were labeled “gentrifying OZs” from the statistical 

analysis.

8  https://ncrc.org/gentrification/
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NATIONAL COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT COALITIONNCRC.ORG

Neighborhood Classifi cations

Neighborhood Type Description
Neighborhood 

Count

Eligible to gentrify
In the lower 40th percentile of 

income and home value but not 

gentrifying

9,743

Gentrifying
Eligible and with increases 

in income, home values, and 

college attainment

954

Opportunity Zone
Designated opportunity 

Zone with no evidence of 

gentrifi cation

4,089 Urban

4,581 Rural

Gentrifying Opportunity Zone Opportunity Zone and gentrifi ed 179

Other

Urban neighborhoods that were 

not eligible to gentrify and are 

not Opportunity Zones (usually 

middle- to- upper-income)

15,039

Table 1: Neighborhood categories used in this study with description and count of census tracts, or neighborhoods in 
each category. Note that the “Gentrified Opportunity Zone” category duplicates neighborhoods in both “Gentrified” and “ 
Opportunity Zone” categories. 

A descriptive analysis of the average, or mean value, was conducted and then the 

differences were analyzed between categories of urban neighborhoods in cities with at least 

one gentrifying neighborhood and other cities without any indication of gentrification. Intensity 

of gentrification was quantified as the percentage of neighborhoods which were gentrifying out 

of those which were eligible to gentrify. Only urban central city neighborhoods were considered. 

These neighborhoods were defined as those that are part of the central city of a metropolitan 

area as defined by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).9 Figures 2a and 2b show a 

sample of the central cities boundaries in two metro areas. The central city indicator confines 

eligibility to the more concentrated urban area in the examples of New Orleans, Louisiana, 

and San Jose, California. Areas excluded from the central city neighborhoods appear as 

“holes” in the maps. Examples of these are parks, government installations and airports, 

which are not densely populated residential areas. The maps show how eligible and gentrifying 

neighborhoods were contained in central city areas, while OZs were not restricted by this 

qualification and extended to lower density suburbs and exurban areas.

9  https://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/doc/census03.doc
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Figures 2a-2b The New Orleans and San Jose metro areas. The central city includes the more densely 
populated areas of both areas, and is used as one condition for gentrification. Designated Opportunity 
Zones can be in urban or suburban neighborhoods of metro areas, and also in rural areas. 

Legend

Central City Boundary

Opportunity Zone

Eligible Tracts

Gentrified Tracts
0 5 102.5

Miles

Legend

Central City Boundary

Opportunity Zone

Eligible Tracts

Gentrified Tracts
0 5 102.5

Miles

www.ncrc.org

 

AR 0011058



11

NCRC 

RESEARCH
Gentrification and Disinvestment 2020

RESULTS
National Level – Gentrification and Opportunity Zones

Nationally, out of the 72,668 neighborhoods that were evaluated, 9,743 neighborhoods 

were eligible for gentrification. Of these, 954 or 9.8%, had indications of gentrifying during the 

2013-2017 time period (Table 2).

Neighborhoods that Gentrifi ed 

and are Opportunity Zones

Total Tracts Eligible Gentrifying
Gentrifying and 
in or next to an 

Opportunity Zone

72,668 9,743 954 657

Table 2: Classification of census tracts or neighborhoods at the national level. 

In our prior study of gentrification between 2000 and 2012, we found that gentrification 

was relatively rare in metropolitan areas in the U.S. However, gentrification was highly 

concentrated in the largest and most economically dynamic cities. The current analysis confirms 

the pattern, with 654 of the 940 designated metro areas (CBSA) having no indications of 

gentrification, while 37 cities contained more than five neighborhoods which were undergoing 

gentrification (Table 3). This means that less than 4% of U.S. cities showed indications of 

extensive gentrification during the period. However, during the past five years more cities 

experienced at least some level of neighborhood gentrification than in the prior period.

Table 3: Distribution of census tracts or neighborhoods with indications of gentrification in Metro areas. (Source: Author’s 
calculations based on Decennial Census 2000 and 2010 data, and ACS 5-year 2008-2012 and 2013-2017 datasets.)

Comparison of Gentrifi cation at City Level 2000-2017

Number of Tracts 
Gentrifying Across 
All 940 CBSAs

CBSAs (Cities) 
2000-2012

CBSAs (Cities) 
2012-2017

Percent of All 
CBSAs 2012-2017

No Gentrifi cation 711 654 69.6%

Only 1 Tract Gentrifying 120 167 17.8%

2-5 Tracts Gentrifying 62 82 8.7%

6-9 Tracts Gentrifying 14 18 1.9%

10 Or More Tracts Gentrifying 28 19 2.0%

www.ncrc.org
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Figure 3: The distribution of gentrifying neighborhoods at the national level. Top ten cities for intensity of gentrification are 
labeled.

Gentrification is an urban phenomenon, while OZs have been designated in both urban 

and rural areas. Table 4 establishes the number of neighborhoods in rural and urban areas 

across the U.S. Of the 8,670 neighborhoods designated as OZs, 4,089 are in urban areas (in 

metro areas as designated by CBSA boundaries). There are many more of these urban OZs 

than there are gentrifying neighborhoods. However, the overlap of gentrifying areas with OZs 

is high. Almost 69% of the neighborhoods identified as gentrifying in the 2013-2017 data were 

either within or adjacent to an OZ. The vast majority of OZs (98%) were census tracts that are 

“low-income communities” with high rates of poverty, though a small number (2%) of non-low-

income contiguous census tracts were also designated.10 Our analysis indicates that 88.93% 

of the OZs are in low- to moderate- income areas as designated under the Community 

Reinvestment Act of 1977 (CRA). Most of the OZs that were not in actual low- to moderate- 

income areas are adjacent to them.

Gentrifi cation and Opportunity Zones in Rural and Urban areas

Tract Type
Total 
Tracts

Opportunity 
Zones

Gentrifying
In/Adjacent 
Opportunity Zone

Urban 26,864 4,089 954 657

Rural 47,137 4,581 N/A N/A

Total 74,001 8,670 954 657

Table 4: Distribution of Opportunity Zones and gentrifying neighborhoods. 

10  This is based on the list of designated Opportunity Zones issued on 12/14/2018 in which 198 of the 8,764 OZs listed are considered 

“Non-LIC contiguous”. https://www.cdfifund.gov/Pages/Opportunity-Zones.aspx 
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Gentrification within metropolitan areas

Metro areas with the largest population size lead the U.S. in the number of 

neighborhoods with indications of gentrification during the period. New York, Los Angeles 

and Chicago are first, second and fifth respectively. In fact, half of the top ten gentrifying cities 

have populations over five million, the smallest being Indianapolis with two million residents. 

Gentrification is usually associated with population size and growth of U.S. cities, and a 

variety of economic and cultural factors “pull” people to cities where it is most intense. Some 

of these factors involve strong correlations for gentrification with wage and income growth, 

expansion of technology based industries, transit access and use.11    
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Figure 4: Metro areas listed by the number of gentrifying census tracts, or neighborhoods

Our report covering gentrification from 2000 to 2012 indicated that Washington, D.C., 

had the greatest intensity of gentrification, nationally. Since 2013, San Francisco-Oakland 

shows indications of the highest intensity, closely followed by Denver, then Boston and Miami 

(Table 5). All of these cities experienced 20% or more of the neighborhoods that were eligible, 

undergoing gentrification during the most recent period. New Orleans is also high on the 

list for intensity of gentrification, an indication of the rapid development of neighborhoods 

affected by Hurricane Katrina during the past decade.12 Washington, D.C., still has a high 

intensity of gentrification, with a total of 14 (16%) of eligible neighborhoods gentrifying over 

the past five years, though the pace of gentrification seems to have slackened.

11 Florida, R. (2017). The new urban crisis: How our cities are increasing inequality, deepening segregation, and failing the 

middle class-and what we can do about it. Basic Books. Pg 223

12 https://www.citylab.com/environment/2019/02/gentrification-causes-new-orleans-natural-disasters-hurricane-katrina/582499/
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NATIONAL COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT COALITIONNCRC.ORG

Most Intensely Gentrifying Cities 2013-2017

City
Total 
Tracts

Eligible 
Tracts

Gentrifying 
Tracts

Gentrifying %

San Francisco-Oakland 975 131 41 31.3%

Denver 619 80 22 27.5%

Boston 1003 75 16 21.3%

Miami-Ft. Lauderdale 1215 81 17 21.0%

New Orleans 392 64 13 20.3%

Austin 350 56 11 19.6%

New York City 4515 362 70 19.3%

San Jose 383 72 13 18.1%

Phoenix 991 162 29 17.9%

Sacramento 484 56 10 17.9%

Minneapolis 771 115 20 17.4%

Indianapolis 360 100 17 17.0%

Washington D.C. 1346 86 14 16.3%

San Diego 627 88 14 15.9%

Los Angeles 2921 404 48 11.9%

Baltimore 679 150 16 10.7%

Chicago 2210 324 28 8.6%

Philadelphia 1473 280 20 7.1%

Detroit 1294 293 14 4.8%

Dallas 1314 238 11 4.6%

Table 5: Twenty most intensely gentrifying metro areas 2013-2017. (Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008-2012 and 
2013-2017 Census ACS 5-year data)
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Neighborhood level differences

Descriptives

We analyzed differences between neighborhoods eligible for gentrification, designated 

OZs, gentrifying neighborhoods and all other urban neighborhoods of the 286 metro areas with 

indications of gentrification. Measurement of the average, or mean values, for a broad range 

of factors was undertaken. This descriptive analysis reveals several differences of resident’s 

economic status in four neighborhood categories (Table 6). 

NATIONAL COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT COALITIONNCRC.ORG

Descriptive Statistics for Neighborhood Types

Variable
Opportunity 

Zone
Eligible Gentrifying Other Urban

2017 Population 3,513 3,956 4,108 4,425

2010 Black % 46.39% 33.18% 25.36% 13.89%

2010 Asian % 3.42% 4.76% 5.84% 8.79%

2010 Hispanic % 17.90% 27.32% 31.26% 19.25%

2010 White non-Hispanic % 31.50% 33.58% 36.23% 56.30%

2017 Median Home Value $ $165,885 $154,802 $216,784 $372,139

2017 Median Household 
Income $

$32,850 $39,259 $44,228 $69,875

2017 College Education % 13.58% 12.88% 16.19% 31.92%

2017 Median Rent $ $850 $925 $992 $1,279

2017 Housing Units 1,562 1,620 1,625 1,881

2017 Gini Coeff. 0.4742 0.4389 0.4361 0.4334

2017 Ownership Costs % 21.13 21.06 21.07 20.31

2017 Owner Occupancy % 34.76% 44.88% 43.47% 55.59%

2017 Residential Vacancy % 7.08% 5.88% 4.49% 1.94%

2017 Business Vacancy % 13.34% 12.21% 10.98% 8.13%

Number of Neighborhoods 1,992 5,617 742 12,449

Table 6: Descriptive statistics. Average values of selected variables in four neighborhood categories. Neighborhoods that are 
Gentrified OZs are excluded from the analysis. (Source: Decennial Census 2010 and Census ACS 5-year data 2013-2017) 
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“Urban” neighborhoods refers to areas that are within central cities, but met 

neither  the classifications for gentrification eligibility or the OZ designation. These 

neighborhoods have higher indicators of socioeconomic status and most qualify as middle- 

to upper- income areas. They have the highest average population, median home value, 

median household income and percentage of college graduates. They are also the most 

expensive in terms of median rent costs and have the lowest residential and business 

vacancy levels. Demographically, the urban neighborhoods had the highest percentage 

of Asian and non-Hispanic White, and lowest percentage of Black residents, in 2010. In 

contrast, neighborhoods designated as OZs have the lowest median household income, 

and the second lowest percentage of college graduates and median home values. By 

those measures, the OZs are slightly higher than neighborhoods that were “eligible” for 

gentrification at the beginning of the period in 2012, but did not gentrify. The eligible 

neighborhoods were in the lowest 40th percentile of median household income and home 

value for the area in 2008-2012, and did not substantially improve during the 2013-2017 

time frame of the Census ACS data. Economic inequality as measured by the Gini coefficient 

was greatest in OZs. Rents in OZs were 14.3% and 33.5% less than in gentrifying or other 

urban neighborhoods, respectively. The average population of OZs are the lowest, and 

they also had the lowest levels of owner-occupancy and highest residential and business 

vacancies, which may indicate greater degrees of abandonment. Demographically, OZs 

had the highest percentage of Black, and lowest percentage of non-Hispanic White, 

residents. Neighborhoods that were eligible to gentrify had marginally better economic 

conditions in terms of median home values and household income than OZs, but had lower 

percentages of college educated residents. Their home owner occupancy and vacancy 

rates were close to those of the OZs, again indicative of abandonment. Finally, gentrifying 

neighborhoods were sandwiched between OZs and other urban neighborhoods in terms 

of their economic conditions. Gentrifying areas had the second highest population average, 

median home value, household income and the percent of college educated residents. 

Values in gentrifying neighborhoods were all significantly higher than OZs, but lower than 

other urban neighborhoods. Median rents were also between the other two categories, 

however, the ownership costs were on par with eligible and gentrifying neighborhoods. 

Additionally, gentrifying neighborhoods had the largest increases in median home values, 

household income, education levels, cost of rent and decreases in owner occupancy. 

Gentrifying areas show improvements in the socioeconomic status of residents from eligible 

neighborhoods, but they are also places where rent costs more. This indicates general 

reduction in affordability, however, home ownership costs declined across all central city 

neighborhoods in the 2013-2017 period from those in the prior 2008-2012 period. This could 

be due to the effects of the foreclosure crisis, when many properties were “underwater” and 

mortgages often exceeded the value of the houses, and household income decreased due to 

the recession.  
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Opportunity Zones and Gentrifying Areas Compared

OZs cover a wide geographic area, encompassing rural and urban areas. Our 

analysis is restricted to OZs in the urban neighborhoods within central city areas. In these 

neighborhoods, there is considerable overlap with and adjacency to the neighborhoods 

which have indications of gentrification. So how do changes in socioeconomic conditions in 

gentrifying neighborhoods and OZs compare? Gentrifying neighborhoods showed significant 

increases in median home value, median household income, percentage of college educated 

residents, but also in economic inequality as measured by the Gini coefficient (Table 7). By 

these measures, it is clear that gentrifying neighborhoods are undergoing rapid change, with 

improving economic conditions. 

Neighborhood Changes 2012-2017

Change Variable
Opportunity 

Zone
Eligible Gentrifying Other Urban

Change Median Home Value -3.67% -3.58% 24.55% 3.02%

Change Median Household 
Income

3.41% 2.70% 18.96% 4.86%

Change in College Educated -11.26% -15.80% 17.89% -15.72%

Change in Economic 
Inequality (Gini)

1.47% 1.19% 0.65% 0.95%

Number of Tracts 1,992 5,617 742 12,449

Table 7: Change in values of median home value, income and education by neighborhood classification in cities with 
some indication of gentrification. Gentrifying Opportunity Zones are excluded from the analysis since they would be in two 
neighborhood categories. (Source: US Census ACS 5-year 2013-2017, with calculated changes from ACS 2008-2012)

Next, if we examine the OZs, we find that they have very different economic 

conditions from those in gentrifying areas. OZs saw deteriorating median home values and 

a decrease in college-educated residents. They also saw a widening of the gap in economic 

inequality that was even greater than it was in those neighborhoods that were eligible 

but did not gentrify. In fact, the economic conditions in OZs most closely mirror those of 

neighborhoods that were eligible for gentrification but did not gentrify. Remember, that the 

eligible neighborhoods were in the bottom 40th percentile in measures of median home value 

and median household income. This analysis shows that on average, median home value 

deteriorated even further, though household incomes rose.   

While the analysis seems to indicate that, on average, the socioeconomic conditions 

in OZs were marginally better than in the eligible to gentrify neighborhoods and that the 

conditions in OZs deteriorated, were these changes statistically significant? We used an 
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Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) along with a common test of statistical significance, Tukey’s 

test for Honestly Significant Differences (HSD), to check this by examining the changes 

between OZs and all of the other neighborhood types. The results shown in Table 8 indicate 

that there were highly significant differences between the changes in median home value, 

median household income and percentage of college educated residents in the OZs from 

all other neighborhood categories. However, the differences in the increase in economic 

inequality (Gini coefficient) in OZs were significant from those in urban and gentrifying areas, 

but not from the eligible to gentrify neighborhoods.   

Signifi cance Levels of Neighborhood Changes

Change Variable
Mean of 

Opportunity 
Zones

Eligible 
Mean 

Difference

Gentrifying 
Mean 

Difference

Other Urban 
Mean 

Difference

Change Median Home Value -3.67% 0.0009*** -0.2823*** 0.0669***

Change Median Household 
Income

3.41% -0.007*** 0.1554*** 0.0145**

Change College Educated 
Residents

-11.26% -0.0454*** 0.2915*** -0.0446***

Change Economic 
Inequality (Gini)

1.47% -0.0029 -0.0082* -0.0052*

Number of Tracts 1,992 5,617 742 12,449

      *p<.05; **p <.01; ***p<.001

Table 8:  Changes in Opportunity Zones compared to all other neighborhood categories 2013-2017. ANOVA with a test of 
statistical significance in changes between Opportunity Zones and other neighborhood categories. Value of the difference 
in the mean with level of statistical significance is shown.  (Source: US Census ACS 5-year 2013-2017, with calculated 
changes from ACS 2008-2012)

The analysis indicated that neighborhoods that were designated as OZs and also 

those that were eligible for gentrification but did not gentrify were at the bottom in terms of 

home value, income and educational attainment of their residents. While OZs had slightly 

higher median home value in the most intensely gentrifying metros, they were worse-off by all 

of the other socioeconomic measures than the eligible neighborhoods that did not gentrify, 

and much worse than gentrifying neighborhoods.  
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DEMOGRAPHICS
While nearly 86% of the U.S. population of 325 million13 lived in urban areas in 2017, 

about one-third were residents of most densely urbanized central city areas. In the previous 

section, it was seen that the number of urban areas experiencing some gentrification was 

small, however, the actual number of people living in these metros was four times greater 

than the number who were living in cities without any gentrification (Table 9). Over 3 million 

people, or nearly 1% of the population, live in neighborhoods with indications of gentrification. 

While intense gentrification may be relatively rare across the U.S., it is most concentrated in 

the populous cities of the coastal regions, and a considerable number of people live in the 

neighborhoods most impacted by it.   

Estimated Population 2017

City Category
Opportunity 

Zones
Eligible Gentrifying Other Urban Total

Cities without Gentrifi cation 3,213,702 4,495,293 NA 11,988,968 19,697,963

Cities with Gentrifi cation 6,997,340 22,222,421 3,048,355 55,092,520 87,360,636

Total 10,211,042 26,717,714 3,048,355 67,081,488 107,058,599

Table 9: Estimated 2017 population totals of central city areas by neighborhood category. (Source: Author’s calculation 
based on US Census ACS 5-year 2013-2017 population estimates)

Looking back to 2010 at the demographic composition of the city neighborhoods, the 

cities that experienced some gentrification were much more diverse in their racial and ethnic 

composition than those cities without any gentrification. Gentrifying neighborhoods had a 

low average percentage of White non-Hispanic residents in 2010, only 37% (Figure 5g). The 

racial and ethnic composition of the eligible, other urban and OZ designated neighborhoods 

were also considerably more diverse in 2010 than neighborhoods in metro areas without any 

gentrification (Figures 5a-5f). 

    

13  https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2017/estimates-idaho.html
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metro areas and all other metro areas. Percent 
of population (Source: U.S. Decennial Census 
2010 and author’s calculations)
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Overall, this indicated that cities experiencing intense gentrification were both 

larger and had greater racial diversity than other cities. The impact of gentrification was 

considerable for Black and Hispanic residents who were a majority of the population in 2010 

of neighborhoods which later gentrified. This concentration of intense gentrification in major 

urban areas with diverse neighborhoods disproportionately affected minority communities, a 

finding of our earlier report on gentrification and displacement in the period 2000-2012.14

AFFORDABILITY AND HOMEOWNERSHIP
A lack of affordable housing may impinge homeownership in the largest and most 

economically dynamic U.S. cities. One of the effects of the 2008 mortgage crisis and 

subsequent recession was a deeper decline in home values than any since the Great 

Depression in the 1930’s, with a slow rebound in residential construction.15 This reduced the 

volume of housing stock, and by 2018, when normal rates of household growth returned, 

the national vacancy rate reached its lowest level since 1994.16 Despite these indicators 

of renewed demand, housing production has lagged, placing pressure on house prices 

and rents and decreasing the availability of affordable housing. A survey by the National 

Association of Home Builders in September 2019 reported that 4 in 5 respondents believe 

that the lack of affordable housing has reached crisis levels.17 

Gentrification is sometimes cited as a factor in decreased housing affordability 

because it reduces the supply of lower-cost rental units,18 leading to displacement of low- 

income and minority residents, which was addressed in our prior study covering the 2000-

2012 time period.19 Our present study addressed more recent changes in factors related to 

housing affordability and homeownership by examining median rent, the number of residential 

units, levels of residential and business vacancy, owner costs and home owner occupancy. 

Table 10 indicates the percent change in these variables using the ACS 5-year data covering 

changes from 2008-2012 and 2013-2017. Median rent increased fastest in middle- to 

upper-income other urban and in gentrifying neighborhoods. Additionally, the gentrifying and 

other urban neighborhoods had lower levels of residential and business vacancy than the 

14  https://ncrc.org/gentrification/

15 https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/Harvard_JCHS_State_of_the_Nations_Housing_2019.pdf

16 https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/USHVAC  

17 https://www.nahb.org/news-and-publications/press-releases/2019/09/vast-majority-of-americans-cite-growing-housing-affordabil-

ity-problem-as-a-crisis.aspx

18 Immergluck, D., Carpenter, A., & Lueders, A. (2018). Hot city, cool city: explaining neighbourhood-level losses in low-cost rental hous-

ing in southern US cities. International Journal of Housing Policy, 18(3), 454-478.

19 https://ncrc.org/gentrification/
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other neighborhood categories, however, the number of residential units increased the most 

in other urban and OZs, with gentrifying neighborhoods having a slightly lower increase in 

units. It may seem peculiar that owner costs declined across all neighborhood categories, 

however, this variable takes into account changes in household income during a long period. 

Therefore, this may be an artifact of use of the ACS 5-year dataset, the earlier one of which 

had a midpoint of 2010, covering the period of the mortgage foreclosure crisis during which 

a quarter of homeowners in certain markets held mortgages that were over-leveraged and 

“underwater” relative to their home value.20 The high levels of mortgage insolvency and 

over-leveraging, combined with declines in income during the recession created an intense 

financial downturn which would impact homeownership costs. The subsequent 2013-

2017 ACS dataset covered a period of financial expansion, with lower mortgage rates and 

marginally increasing incomes which would have impacted ownership costs. Overall, median 

rent in gentrifying neighborhoods was second highest in cost and increased almost as much 

as that in the other urban neighborhoods. These increases in rental costs and low vacancy 

levels seem to indicate declining affordability, though the decrease in ownership costs could 

have acted as a mitigating factor in gentrifying neighborhoods,  

Changes in Neighborhood Affordability and 

Homeownership 2012-2017

Change Variable
Opportunity 

Zone
Eligible Gentrifying Other Urban

Change in Median Rent 3.30% 2.96% 6.96% 7.05%

Change in Residential Units 1.78% 0.84% 1.49% 2.74%

Change in Owner Cost -3.33% -3.44% -4.16% -2.96%

Change Owner-Occupancy 25.33% 15.40% 18.16% 7.51%

2017 Residential Vacancy 7.08% 5.88% 4.49% 1.94%

2017 Business Vacancy 13.34% 12.21% 10.98% 8.14%

Number of Tracts 1,992 5,617 742 12,449

  

Table 10: Changes in variables related to affordability and homeownership in cities with indications of at least one 
neighborhood gentrifying. (Source: US Census ACS 5-year 2013-2017, with calculated changes from ACS 2008-2012)

Homeownership levels, as measured by owner occupancy, appeared to increase across 

every neighborhood category in cities with indications of gentrification. While middle- to 

upper-income other urban neighborhoods had the highest levels of owner occupancy, OZs 

20 https://www.frbsf.org/economic-research/publications/economic-letter/2010/october/underwater-mortgages/

 http://haasinstitute.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/haasinsitute_underwateramerica_publish_0.pdf
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and gentrifying neighborhoods experienced the strongest increase during the study period. 

Despite this, the OZs had the lowest overall level of owner occupancy, and barely a third of 

the residents of these neighborhoods were homeowners. They also had the highest vacancy 

levels, and the lowest average number of housing units. OZs and neighborhoods eligible for 

gentrification had indications of being the most affordable, but also had the lowest levels of 

homeownership in cities with indications of gentrification. 

CONCLUSION
This study examined differences in socioeconomic and demographic factors for 

OZs and those areas that were not designated as OZs. There were clear differences not 

just between OZs and other neighborhoods but between OZs in cities where there were 

indications of gentrification and other metro areas where there was no gentrification. Taken as 

a whole, OZs tended to be neighborhoods with lower incomes and home values as well as 

fewer residents with a college education, regardless of whether or not they were gentrifying. 

Income inequality in OZs was also higher than in other neighborhoods. There were also sharp 

differences in the demographics of neighborhoods in cities which had some indications of 

gentrification and those that did not, with much higher percentages of minority residents 

across all neighborhood classifications; eligible, gentrified, other urban and OZ. In the cities 

with indications of gentrification, the differences between OZs and other neighborhoods were 

amplified, with OZs having the highest percentages of minority residents. In cities without 

indications of gentrification, the population of OZs in 2010 was 36% people of color, while in 

the cities with gentrification that figure rose to 68%. Black residents make up the majority of 

the people of color in these communities, just as they tend to make up a larger percentage of 

residents in distressed neighborhoods that were eligible but did not gentrify.

Neighborhoods designated as OZs far outnumbered those neighborhoods where 

the study found gentrification. This was due to the design of the Opportunity Zone program, 

which allows states to designate up to 25% of their low-income neighborhoods as OZs as 

long as they meet the program criteria. Those designations are not limited by central city 

location or other population measures that were used to determine gentrification eligibility. 

However, among those neighborhoods where this study identified gentrification, 69% of the 

time they were either an OZ or they were adjacent to one.21 This high degree of overlap, and 

the intensive concentration of Black households validated concern that OZs may trigger 

displacement in gentrifying neighborhoods.

21  657 of the 954 neighborhoods which have indications of gentrifiation during the 2013-2017 study period are within, or adjacent to a 

designated Opportunity Zone.
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The findings of this study suggest that concern about the impact of OZs is warranted, 

but that the designation of an area as an OZ, especially in the majority of cities where 

gentrification is not widespread, is an indicator of a neighborhood with the greatest distress 

and income inequality. In fact, nearly 84% of the urban OZs overlap CRA designated low- to 

moderate-income neighborhoods. A study focus for OZs should be placed on the types and 

quality of investments attracted to them, and whether these investments contribute to the 

economic well-being of low-income residents in which the investment is made. Future areas 

of research on OZs could include an assessment of the overall level and form that investment 

takes in these areas and how it differs from other neighborhoods. Also, the impact on the 

residents, particularly low- to moderate income and minority families, is a concern. The 

current lack of data on Opportunity Fund investments presents a major barrier to future 

research. This makes it difficult to quantify whether the economic impact of OZs results in 

economic revitalization, or gentrification and displacement.
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APPENDIX - 
Gentrification and Opportunity Zones in the Top Five Cities for Intensity
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VARIABLE
URBAN ELIGIBLE GENTRIFIED

OPPORTUNITY 
ZONE

GENT/OZ

MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD

POPULATION 2017 4,276 2,024 4,178 1,837 4,267 2,040 3,777 2,147 3,663 2,011

MEDIAN HOME VALUE 2017 498,462 310,170 208,115 146,973 293,844 165,287 249,860 228,426 221,763 161,906

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 2017 77,736 35,360 40,953 16,320 46,957 16,845 35,940 16,629 35,319 13,889

COLLEGE EDUCATED OVER 25 2017 0.354 0.196 0.132 0.121 0.178 0.130 0.152 0.129 0.159 0.108

MEDIAN RENT 2017 1,459 528 1,034 287 1,118 304 995 327 916 236

NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 2017 1,783 925 1,606 698 1,577 714 1,585 846 1,565 736

GINI COEFFICIENT 2017 0.441 0.067 0.445 0.063 0.440 0.058 0.485 0.069 0.479 0.058

OWNERSHIP COST 2017 21.508 6.211 22.453 6.680 22.598 6.634 22.022 9.105 20.464 7.510

OWNER OCCUPIED 2017 0.517 0.249 0.420 0.196 0.385 0.203 0.304 0.187 0.314 0.186

BLACK % 2010 0.141 0.228 0.378 0.360 0.291 0.300 0.563 0.350 0.640 0.304

ASIAN % 2010 0.126 0.151 0.066 0.116 0.084 0.117 0.046 0.098 0.027 0.060

HISPANIC % 2010 0.225 0.218 0.345 0.304 0.399 0.285 0.230 0.249 0.191 0.227

NON_HISPANIC WHITE 2010 0.496 0.284 0.208 0.238 0.224 0.225 0.174 0.229 0.154 0.199

CHANGE MEDIAN HOME VALUE 0.058 0.199 0.005 0.456 0.350 1.005 -0.016 0.413 0.390 0.659

CHANGE MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 0.069 0.211 0.030 0.214 0.219 0.211 0.041 0.273 0.275 0.210

CHANGE COLLEGE EDUCATED -0.133 0.266 -0.158 0.529 0.216 0.648 -0.081 0.573 0.262 0.593

CHANGE RENT 0.084 0.196 0.032 0.158 0.078 0.153 0.048 0.176 0.074 0.182

CHANGE UNITS 0.025 0.133 0.016 0.078 0.025 0.088 0.031 0.152 0.036 0.093

CHANGE GINI 0.010 0.054 0.014 0.063 0.003 0.054 0.021 0.069 0.013 0.057

CHANGE COSTS -3.187 5.559 -3.784 6.689 -4.184 6.665 -3.027 7.969 -3.367 7.580

CHANGE OWNER OCCUPANCY 0.121 0.342 0.179 0.301 0.212 0.320 0.315 0.302 0.296 0.314

NUMBER OF TRACTS N=6728 N=2311 N=371 N=819 N=73

A-6 Descriptive statistics Top 20 Cities in the intensity of gentrification by census tract 
classification. (Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008-2012 and 2013-2017 Census ACS)
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VARIABLE
URBAN ELIGIBLE GENTRIFIED

OPPORTUNITY 
ZONE

GENT/OZ

MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD

POPULATION 2017 4,550 2,225 3,782 1,766 3,955 2,007 3,566 1,757 3,105 1,573

MEDIAN HOME VALUE 2017 212,028 151,381 117,791 78,902 143,489 91,717 106,579 74,933 114,924 70,975

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 2017 58,703 25,283 38,063 14,744 41,448 14,046 31,037 11,120 30,689 8,773

COLLEGE EDUCATED OVER 25 2017 0.261 0.155 0.129 0.105 0.146 0.107 0.121 0.094 0.125 0.079

MEDIAN RENT 2017 993 354 824 214 869 247 733 178 722 132

NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 2017 1,985 941 1,647 701 1,663 774 1,630 710 1,458 648

GINI COEFFICIENT 2017 0.433 0.068 0.437 0.062 0.433 0.061 0.468 0.069 0.461 0.065

OWNERSHIP COST 2017 18.026 3.619 19.369 4.440 19.206 4.550 18.739 5.144 18.634 5.674

OWNER OCCUPIED 2017 0.587 0.203 0.478 0.177 0.475 0.178 0.388 0.179 0.345 0.181

BLACK % 2010 0.134 0.193 0.278 0.306 0.227 0.280 0.340 0.333 0.380 0.350

ASIAN % 2010 0.041 0.073 0.031 0.066 0.033 0.064 0.023 0.057 0.028 0.072

HISPANIC % 2010 0.149 0.199 0.206 0.247 0.233 0.263 0.141 0.200 0.145 0.195

NON_HISPANIC WHITE 2010 0.652 0.255 0.467 0.304 0.486 0.305 0.474 0.320 0.427 0.307

CHANGE MEDIAN HOME VALUE -0.003 0.190 -0.053 0.333 0.150 0.314 -0.043 0.299 0.268 0.489

CHANGE MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 0.027 0.187 0.022 0.194 0.166 0.183 0.032 0.236 0.258 0.309

CHANGE COLLEGE EDUCATED -0.195 0.270 -0.164 0.521 0.152 0.542 -0.162 0.550 0.314 1.580

CHANGE RENT 0.051 0.188 0.027 0.160 0.059 0.137 0.027 0.158 0.094 0.269

CHANGE UNITS 0.029 0.104 0.005 0.112 0.005 0.081 0.007 0.095 -0.007 0.074

CHANGE GINI 0.010 0.055 0.011 0.062 0.010 0.061 0.010 0.067 -0.005 0.071

CHANGE COSTS -2.440 3.729 -2.886 4.975 -4.064 5.344 -2.961 5.524 -3.249 6.395

CHANGE OWNER OCCUPANCY 0.031 0.300 0.125 0.294 0.153 0.287 0.188 0.305 0.259 0.319

NUMBER OF TRACTS N=9144 N=4697 N=391 N=2211 N=119

A-7 Descriptive statistics for all other cities, with lower intensity of gentrification by census tract 
classification. (Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008-2012 and 2013-2017 Census ACS)
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